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FOREWORD 

I have great pleasure in writing a Foreword to this study 
of ‘Yamuna's Contribution to the Visistadvaita’ by my former 
student Dr. M. Narasimhachary. The Preface sets forth the 
background of the author and his work. Dr. Narasimhachary 
attended my M.A. classes in the Sanskrit Department of the 
University of Madras and passed in the First Class in 1961. From 
1961 to 1963 he worked under me as a University Research 
Scholar and from 1963 to 1965, as a Junior Fellow of the U.G.C., 
when he prepared the present Thesis on which he took his 
Doctorate Degree in 1967. 

During his student days, Dr. Narasimhachary impressed 
me with his grounding in Sanskrit and later when he did his 
research work, with his enthusiasm and ability in the pursuit 
of the subject of his specialisation. In giving him first the 
Agamapramanya of Yamuna, I had set him on a field of study 
on which I had made some preliminary investigations. The study 
of the evolution of the ideas of the Sarira-tfariri-bhava, Sesct- 
s'e?i-bhava, Prapatti and the role of Sri as a Mediator—which 
became the sheet-anchor of the school of Visistadvaita- —, had 
interested me and as there had been on this, comparatively, a 
meagre amount of work and even what was published has been 
mostly inaccessible, e.g., the English translation of part of the 
Siddhitraya by Prof. Ramanujachariar and K. Srinivasachariar, 
I thought the gap could be filled by undertaking a detailed study 
and exposition of Yamuna's Gitdrthasangraha and Siddhitraya in 
addition to the Agamapramanya and the Stotras. As in the fields 
of other subjects, here also, the rise to fame and popularity of 
the later masters had resulted in the desuetude of the 
contributions of the earlier formative periods, the texts of these 
periods having become either lost or only partially preserved. It 
may be hoped that the growth of interest in the study of the 
earlier phases will lead to the discovery of the manuscripts of 
these treatises and that, along with the author of the present 
work who is continuing his studies in this field, others interested 
in and devoted to this school of thought would exert themselves 
in the task of discovering the more ancient texts and re¬ 
constructing the early history of the school more fully. The 
author's new critical edition of the Agamapramanya for the 
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Gaekwad Oriental Series and the present exhaustive exposition 
of Yamunacharya will, I am sure, contribute to this reconstruc¬ 
tion. Comparative and critical study of a branch of Sanskrit 
literature comprehends an adequate study of the concerned 
branch in its sampraddya-, effort in this direction by the author 
was rendered fruitful by the kind cooperation of one of our 
distinguished Pandits and traditional exponents of Visiqtadvaita, 
Sri Uttamur Viraraghavachariar, at whose feet the author was 
able to sit for some time. 

The appearance of this work in the series of publications 
brought out by the Prof. M. Rangacharya Memorial Trust 
associated with one of our respected Sanskrit Professors and 
pioneers in Visisfddvaita studies, is a happy augury for the 
further fruitful endeavours in the scholarly field of the young 
author. 

10-4-1971 

Madras. 

V RAGHAVAN 
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PREFACE 


In the following pages, an attempt is made, for the first 
time, at presenting a detailed account of the pre-Ramanuja phase 
of the school of philosophy which came to be known as 
Vis'istadvaita, as far as it can be known from the available works 
of Yamunacarya, the most important of all the Srivai^nava 
teachers that preceded Ramanuja. 

Yamunacarya, known in Tamil as Alavandar (meaning, 
one who came to rule, protect or save), is believed to be 
Ramanuja's grand-teacher (paramacdrya ). Although Yamuna's 
predecessor and grandfather, Nathamuni, also wrote in Sanskrit 
works like the Yogarahasya and the Nydyatattva, we do not have 
any of them. It is therefore with Yamuna that our knowledge of 
this school of thought in Sanskrit should commence. Yamuna 
wrote the Catus's'loki (Sristuti), the Stotraratna, the 
Gitarthasangraha, the Agamapramdnya, the Siddhitraya, the 
Purus anirnaya and the Kasmiragamapramanya, of which the 
last two are not available. It may be true that Yamuna himself 
derived the chief tenets of his philosophy from the works of 
Nathamuni, but we cannot say more on this, unless we have at 
least one work of Nathamuni. 

The great position that Ramanuja attained as the 
Bhd$yakara of this school led to the comparative neglect of the 
contributions of this founder of the school, Yamuna. Even in 
modern works on Indian philosophy, e.g., The History of Indian 
Philosophy (Vol. Ill) by Dr. S.N. Dasgupta, or even The 
Philosophy of Vis'istadvaita by Prof. PN. Srinivasachari, no 
special efforts have been made to present the important 
philosophical tenets of this great Pre-Ramanuja writer. It must 
be mentioned in this context that an English translation of and 
notes on the Atma and Isvarasiddhis of Yamuna's Siddhitraya 
had been published by Prof. R. Ramanujachariar and K. 
Srinivasachariar in the Journal of the Annamalai University. A 
similar but more detailed study of Yamuna's Gitarthasangraha 
had been published by Panditaraja D.T. Tatachariar in the 
Journal of Sri Venkateswara Oriental Institute. But the gap in 
the field for a specialised study of Yamuna had still been there. 
It may also be noted that Dr. S.N. Dasgupta criticises Yamuna 
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for not having put forward what he calls “new ideas” of 
philosophy (HIE, Vol. Ill, p. 155). He further states that Yamuna 
had not said anything regarding the means of release, the state 
of release, etc. But the fact is that Yamuna's sastraic work, the 
Siddhitraya, is incomplete in all the three parts, and as such we 
are not in a position to say that Yamuna had not dealt with the 
topics in question. It is for this reason that my Professor, Dr. 
V. Raghavan, proposed that I should take up a detailed study of 
Yamuna's works for my Doctoral work. 

The scope and nature of the work is to study in detail each 
extant work of Yamuna. We have thus studied not only the texts 
and presented the discussions in them, but have also brought 
together the views of Yamuna and the main tenets of his school 
as they got crystallised in later terminology. When Yamuna 
wrote, the doctrines of Buddhism, Nyaya-Vaise?ika, Mimamsa 
and Advaita were holding the field, and the credit goes to Yamuna 
for having tackled those schools and established his own school 
of theistic Vedantic thought. Yamuna had the task of presenting 
a codified system of a philosophy and religion which had one foot 
in the Upani$ads and another in the Agama. The Sidditraya, as 
already mentioned, has not been, preserved intact and portions 
of all the three parts have been lost. Although we are thereby 
handicapped in our attempts at presenting a complete account of 
Yamuna's discussions and contributions, we have, by correlating 
all the extqnt material, tried to fulfil our objectives in this Thesis. 
For the missing portions of the Siddhitraya, we have used 
citations and allusions to these in the works of Sudarsanasuri 
and Vedanta Desika. With the help of references made by Vedanta 
Desika in some of his works, we have tried to outline the nature 
and scope of the Purusanirriaya of Yamuna, which is no longer 
available. The English translations of the Sidhhitraya and the 
Gitarthasangraha referred to already, as also the two Sanskrit 
commentaries on the Siddhitraya by Panditaratna Uttamur T. 
Viraraghavacharyasvamin (1942) and of P.B. 
Annangaracharyasvamin of Vadtal (1954), have been quite 
helpful to me in understanding many a knotty and crucial 
passage in Yamuna's work. 

In the section devoted to a study of the Catussloki of our 
author, we have traced the concept of Sakti from its earliest 


beginnings in literature, to its fined form in the later Vai,?nava 
literature, especially the Pancardtrdgamas. What we now find 
missing in Yamuna's works, can be assessed and understood from 
Ramanuja's works like the Sribhasya and the Vedarthasahgraha, 
because Ramanuja often bases his own arguments and ideas on 
those of Yamuna. In the earlier part of this Thesis, we have tried 
to present a historical account of the predecessors of Yamuna, 
and of Yamuna and his works. 

It is, a great pleasure and privilege to record my sense of 
deep gratitude to my Professor, Dr. V Raghavan, for his setting 
me on this important work — The Contribution of Yamuna to the 
Visi?tadvaita — which is an untrodden field, and also for his kind 
supervision, guidance and help at every step in my humble work. 
I deem it a rare fortune to have worked under him. He not only 
furnished me with the plan of the work and guided me, but 
discussed all the important points and read the Whole Thesis. But 
for his kind help, this Thesis of mine could never have assumed 
this shape. It was again through him that I came into touch with 
the Prof. M. Rangacharya Memorial Trust, under whose auspices 
I had the good fortune of delivering three lectures on Yamuna 
and his Philosophy, in 1969. Consequent on this, the scholarly 
son of the late Prof. Rangacharya, Prof. M.R. Sampathkumaran, 
evinced great interest in my work and at the suggestion of my 
Professor, kindly took up my Thesis for publication under the 
aegies of the above Trust. Thus I own it to my Professor that 
the work I did under him received the attention of scholars and 
the general public, particularly in this part of the country, 
interested in this branch of philosophy. Also it is through him 
that I came into touch with co-workers in this and allied fields 
working in foreign countries, especially the United States. My 
close association, especially with Dr. H. Daniel Smith of the 
Syracuse University, has been of particular help to me as I had 
the opportunity of going through a number of P&ficardtrdgama 
texts—which happened to be his own chosen filed—, which 
enabled me to understand and appreciate the case for the agama 
presented by Yamuna in his Agamapramdrpya . For all these and 
for his continued interest in me and my work, and also for the 
valuable Foreword which he has kindly given to this publication, 
I am profoundly indebted to my Guru. 
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I will be failing in my duty if I do not record my deep sense 
of gratitude to Panditaratna Tarkarpava Uttamur T. 
Viraraghavacharyasvamin, Madras, who was kind enough to 
allow me to read with him the texts of the Agamaprdmanya and 
the Siddhitraya. Yamuna, it must be pointed out, is by no means 
an easy writer. The aljove two works of his are full of sastraic 
discussions and are at times, turgid. But for the lucid 
interpretations offered by Sri Viraraghavacharyasvamin, I could 
not have studied Yamuna and accomplished my objective. It may 
be mentioned that the Siddhitraya is not part of the traditional 
series of texts which the Visistaduaita papists read or teach; and 
as such I am all the more sensible of the kindness of Pap.d it 
Viraraghavachfiriar. 

I feel it a great pleasure to express my sincere thanks to 
Prof. M.R. Sampathkumaran who offered a number of sugges¬ 
tions regarding this work of mine and its publication and also 
enlightened me on certain topics and points of traditional 
significance. In a work of this nature, in a field in which there 
has not been much work done by earlier scholars, errors are 
bound to exist. I shall be glad to receive suggestions from all 
quarters which will help me to improve my presentation in the 
next edition of this work or in my further studies in this field. 

I am thankful to the authorities of the University of 
Madras, for offering me a studentship for two years and also the 
necessary facilities to carry on my researcli wofk in the Sanskrit 
Department of the University and for the permission that they 
gave for the publication of this Thesis. I am also thankful to the 
University Grants Commission, New Delhi, for having offered me 
a Junior Fellowship for a period of two years. My thanks are also 
due to the Curators of the Government Oriental Manuscripts 
Library, Madras, and the Adyar Library and Research Centre, 
Madras, for having permitted me to consult some rare and 
unpublished manuscripts. 


Madras, 

April, 1971. 

M. NARASIMHACHARY 
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 

Subsequent to the publication of the First Edition, a lot 
of work has been done on Yamuna by scholars of the East and 
West; Prof. J.A.B. Van Buitenin's English Translation of the 
Agamaprdmanya (Madras, 1971), the present writer's Critical 
Edition and Study of the same text (Baroda, 1976), and Yamuna's 
Vedanta and Pdhcardtra : Integrating the Classical and the 
Popular by Walter G. Neevel, Jr. (Harward, 1977) are some of 
the noteworthy publications in this area. 

All the copies of the First Edition of this work having been 
exhausted in a short span of time, there has been a growing 
demand for it from scholars all over the world. Unable to bring 
out another Edition, the authorities of the Prof. M. Rangacharya 
Memorial Trust, Madras, gave me the clearance to have it 
published on my own. This was sometime around 1980. I have 
been, all along, studying and teaching Yamuna. Many scholars 
of the West used to come to me to read Yamuna in original. The 
need for a Second Edition was more acutely felt. I tried to publish 
it but my efforts did not take any shape partly due to the financial 
constraints, and partly due to my foreign assignment in Malaysia 
during the years 1982-84. 

It is heartening to place on record, in this connection, my 
sincere love and grateful thanks to my valued friend, Prof. C.V 
Seshacharyulu of Hyderabad who has been watching me and my 
work since the past three decades. He has very kindly offered to 
bring out the Second Edition under the illustrious banner of his 
prestigeous SRI JAYALAKSHMI PUBLICATIONS. I have no 
words to express my sincere and heartfelt thanks to him for this 
noble gesture. 

Since the present work happens to be the Doctoral Thesis 
I submitted to the University of Madras, I have not made any 
drastic changes in the text. The last chapter, however is an 
exception. In this, I developed the concept of Yamuna's pioneering 
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work, and also tried to present another dimension of his work 
from the viewpoint of his masterful “nirvahas” for some 
important stanzas of the Divya Prabandha. Although Yamuna did 
not leave any work in Tamil to the posterity, his ingenious 
interpretations of some of the Paiurams bring in immense joy 
to the religious-minded Srivai?nava scholars. 

I now feel it my duty to answer the criticism levelled 
against my assessment of Yamuna's work, by Eric J. Lott in his 
masterly treatise, God and the Universe in the Vedantic Theology 
of Ramanuja (pp. 33-34). Regarding the delineation of the sarira- 
sariri-bhava, according to the critic, I have “over-stated my 
case” in favour of Yamuna. Well, each scholar has his own way 
of understanding a concept, and Eric J. Lott is right in his own 
way of understanding and assessing a given situation. Yamuna 
uses the Brhadaranyaka passages (V7) “yasya prthivx gariram, 
yasya apal) 6ariram..” etc. where the Lord is described as the 
dtman in relation to everything in the universe, which becomes 
his body (iarira). Of special significance is the text “Ya atmani 
ti?than”, “Yasya atma gariram” etc. which Ramanuja explains 
(Sribhasya 1.2.19) as the Madhyandina reading, while Kaiiva 
text has “yo vijfiane tisthan, yasya vijnanaih sariram” etc. 
Although the word “vijnanam” here means the “atman” (the 
jiva), Ramanuja has throughout chosen the Madhyandina 
reading, following Yamuna. This, according to me, is quite 
significant. Moreover, in the concerned chapter (VII) I stated that 
the “s'arira-s'arlri” concept has been “traced out” by me from 
the works of Yamuna. “Tracing out” means “trying to find the 
beginnings,” or “to identify” in a sketchy fashion. It does not, 
by any stretch of imagination, mean “presentation in a fully 
developed form”. My next sentence clearly reads : “This concept' 
finds fuller expression and consummation in Ramanuja's Philoso¬ 
phy”. Thus, I see there is no substance in Eric. J. Lot's comment, 
that I have made taller claim for Yamuna's originality than what 
was really due to him. Nobody can underestimate Ramanuja's 


position as the great master-builder and the chief architect of the 
Visistadvaita, and particularly his development of the sarira- 
sariri-bhava. At the same time, ignoring what Yamuna has stated 
in his works, to the extent they are available, is unwarranted 

and unjustified. 

In fine, I would like to thank my genuine well-wisher and 
nirhetuka suh V t Dr. S.B. Raghunathacharya, Vice-Chancellor, 
Rashtriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha (Deemed University), Tirupathi 

who has always been enthusing and encouraging me.tobring ou 
the second Edition of this work. He along with Piof. . . 
Seshacharyulu has been a constant and unfailing source of grea 
inspiration and guidance to me in my academic activities. 

Finally, I would like to thank once again Prof. C.V 
Seshacharyulu for all that he has done to bring out this second 
Edition in a very short span of time. I also wish to convey my 
thanks to M/s. Sri Kalanjali Graphics, Hyderabad, for their neat 


M. NARASIMHACHARY 

Madras, 

February, 1998 
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PUBLISHER'S NOTE 

It is a matter of immense pleasure for us that we are now 
able to bring out “The Contribution of Sri Yamunacarya to 
ViSistadvaita” which was the Doctoral Thesis of our good friend, 
Dr. M. Narasimhachary. Although this happens to be the Second 
Edition, we are sure that on all counts, it is second to none. We 
do hope that this publication fulfils a long felt desideratum by 
scholars of the East and West, who, for the past three decades 
have been eagerly awaiting its emergence. Needless to say, this 
work for the first time, embodies an authoritative and compre¬ 
hensive assessment of all the available works of Sri Yamunacarya, 
the grand-teacher and path-finder of the great Ramanuja. We are 
particularly pleased that by the Grace of God, our desire to bring 
out this Book in a way that it satisfies both the eye and the mind 
of the discerning readers, is more than realised through this 
Publication. 

Dr. Narasimhachary is a multi-faceted scholar with an 
admirable mastery not only in Telugu and Sanskrit, but also in 
T ami l. Prof. VS. Venkataraghavacharya and Dr. V Raghavan 
were his Gurus in so far as his Sanskrit studies are concerned 
at the Post-graduate and Doctoral levels. He had the good fortune 
of studying the works of Yamuna in the traditional method at 
the feet of “Abhinavadesika”, “Tarkarnava”, “Paiiditaratna”, 
Sri U.Ve. Uttamur Viraraghavacharya Swamin. Quite early in his 
life, he had the necessary inspiration and training in composing 
verses in Telugu and Sanskrit, from stalwarts like Prof. Iyunni 
Viraraghavacharya, Prof. Manapraggada Seshasayi 
and“Kaviratna”, “Hayagrivopasaka”, Sri Gudimella Ramanuja- 
charya Swamin. Dr. Narasimhachary has also been assisting 
many Western scholars in their Indological Studies for quite a 
long time. Of special mention is the help he rendered to Prof. H. 
Daniel Smith of the, Syracuse University, New York, U.S.A., in 
his researches in the field of Pancaratra Agamas. 

We consider it a matter of great fortune that we are now 
able to place this prestigeous and pioneering book in the hands 
of scholars. 

We are thankful to Dr. Narasimhachary for the readiness 
with which he has consented to our bringing out this Edition. 

We are also thankful to M/s. Odin Press and M/s Kalanjali 
Graphics, Hyderabad, for the neatness and promptness with 
which they have printed this book. 
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CHAPTER I 


THE PRE-RAMANUJA AGE 

The philosophy of Vis isfadvaita before S ri Ramanujacarya 
bears the indelible impression of the great saints and scholars 
who, from time to time, inspired people by their teachings and 
writings. The Visisfadvaita school has three important phases: 
the tfastraic texts in Sanskrit which owe their authority to the 
Vedas, the Agamas in Sanskrit (which again are two-fold—the 
Vaikhanasa and the Pahcaratra) and the Psalms of the Azhvars, 
forming a large literature by itself, reflecting a high state of 
devotion of the saints that sang them to the Lord as Narayaija. 
The Azhvars drank deep of the love of God and burst into 
rapturous utterances which assumed the beautiful form of songs. 
These songs go by the name of Naldyira Divya Prabandha, 
meaning the “Four thousand Verses of Divine Composition”. The 
Azhvars did not engage themselves in scholarly polemic in favour 
of their own line of thought. 

The age of the Azhvars is the same as that of other sages 
and scholars who contributed by their own line of approach to 
the general spiritual renaissance of the country, as for example, 
Sri Sarikaracarya with his monistic philosophy ( Advaita). This 
situation demanded a' scholastic approach also, as different 
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schools were contending with one another at that time. The 
devotional outpourings in the local languages had to be provided 
now with a solid scholastic basis. This gave rise to the line of 
Acdryas who wrote a series of expositions in Sanskrit in support 
of their school. Sri Nathamuni appeared as the pioneer who 
wrote Sanskrit works systematizing the Srivai^nava philosophy 
in the South : the Yogarahasya and the Nyayatattva, neither of 
which is unfortunately available now. 

✓ 

Of all the teachers who preceded Ramanuja, Srf 
Yamunacarya is the most important. The task of supporting the 
Visi$tadvaita from the scholarly aspect, which was first under- L 

taken by Nathamuni, now acquired new impetus at the hands of 
Yamuna, who wrote seven works in Sanskrit covering the 
religious as well as the philosophic aspects h the Sristuti or the 
Catuss'loki , the Stotraratna, the Gitdrthasangraha, the 
Agamapramanya, the Siddhitraya , the Kas mirdgamapramdnya 
and the Puru^anirrpaya, also known as the Mahapuru^anirtpaya.? 

Of these, the last two are mere names to us. Mention should be 
made here of the fact that the authorship of the work 
Kasmiragamapramariya is open to' doubt. There is no reference 
to this work as that of Yamuna either in the Rahasyatrayasara 
of Verikafanatha (popularly known as Vedanta Des'ika) or in 
works like the Prapanndmrta. The Rahasyatrayasara enumerates 
the works of Yamuna as eight in number (p.41:aha ettu), without 
referring to the Kas mirdgamapramdnya which indeed may form 
a strong proof against Yamuna's authorship of the work (Des'ika 

1. Cf. TMK. V. 136 : 

“nathopajnam pravrttam bahubhirupacitam yamuneyaprabandhaib 
tratam sarhyag yatindrairidamakhilatamahkars'anam dars'anam nah” 

2. Cf. the following opening verse of Vehkatanatha's Gitdrtha- 
sahgraharak$d, which is a commentary on Yamuna's GS. : 

“manatvam bhagavanmatasya mahatah puihsas tatha niriiayas 
tisrassiddhaya atma-samvidakhiladhi sana-tattvasrayah 
gitarthasya ca sarigrahasstutiyugam srisrlsayorityamim 
yadgranthan anusandadhe yatipatis tarn yamuneyam numah.” 4 

Venkatanatha refers to Yamuna's PuruKanirnaya in his NS. ch. Ill, 
p. 225;. Saccaritraraksa, p. 46; N.P. p. 148; Stotraratnabhdsya, p. 49; 
and the Gitarthasahgraharaksa, p. 3. See below for the two lost works 
of Yamuna. 
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counts the three Siddhis of the Siddhitraya separately and hence 
the number eight). But inasmuch as Yamuna himself refers to 
this work in his Agamapramanya 3 in a way that is suggestive of 
its being his own composition, and since there is no proof to the 
contrary, we may take it for granted that its author is Yamuna 
himself, until it is proved otherwise. 

The Acdryas had to clear their path of the rival schools of 
thought, both Vedic and non-Vecftc. Among the Vedic schools, the 
Advaita and the Mimamsd, and among the non -Vedic, Buddhism and 
Materialism offered them the toughest fight. 

Thus, the period prior to Ramanuja was a testing one so 
far as the Vis'i$tddvaita is concerned. However, the task of 
Ramanuja was rendered easy by his predecessor Yamunacffiya, 
who had already tackled the tenets of rival schools, especially the 
monistic, which was looming large at that time. The completion 
and promotion of the cause of the Visitfadvaita as a regular system 
of philosophy was left in the hands of Ramanuja, 4 who succeeded 
in his mission creditably well, as is borne out by his opus magnum, 
the Sribhaqya (commentary on the Brahmasutra of Badarayaija) and 
its allied literature. The extent of Yamuna's influence on 
Raiftanuja will be dealt with in a separate chapter of the present 
work. 


3. See Dr. Raghavan's Presidential Address, p. 2 : “Proceedings 
and Transactions of the All India Oriental Conference”, Twentyfirst 
Session, Srinagar (1964). 

Cf. the following from the AP. : 

“sarvam caitat puruganirijaye nipupataramupapaditamiti nelia 
prastuyate” (p. 45). 

“yatha caikayanadakhaya apauru§eyatvam tatha 

kd^rniragamaprdmdnya evaprapancitamitineha prastuyate” (p. 85). 

Here, the way in which ’Yamuna refers to the Kasmiragama-pramanya is 
similar to his reference to the PuruKanirnaya, which is decidedly his own 
composition. 

4. Cf. foot-note 1 above 

Also vide PA. ch. 116, p. 454, verses 52-55, where Ramanuja is 
said to have undertaken the task of promoting the Vis'i?tddvaita religion 
and philosophy, in accordance with the intentions of Yamunacarya. 
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CHAPTER II 

TEACHERS THAT PRECEDED YAMUNACARYA 

The exact state of the Visi$tadvaita philosophy before 
Yamuna is not known to us because of the fact that although 
there were some works by his time, they haVe not come to light. 

In the list of teachers traditionally recited by the 
SrivaiQpavas, barring the divine teachers, we have the following 
mentioned in the pre-Yamuna age : Safhakopa (known in Tamil 
as Nammazhvar), Nathamuni, Puqdarikak^a (Uyyakkoq<jar) 
and Srlramamisra (Maijakkalnambi). Of these, Nammazhvar is 
the celebi’ated Tamil saint and hence it is Nathamuni who forms 
the first Srivaigijava teacher {dearya) of the South, who wrote 
works in Sanskrit. 

Srirariganathamuni, 6 popularly known as Nathamuni, and 
perhaps otherwise called Srinatha, 6 was a native of 
Viranarayapapura, a village in the South Arcot District, located 
near Chidambaram. This village is now known as 
Kattumannargudi. He lived in the last quarter of the ninth and 
the major part of the tenth century A.D. He had a son named 
Isvara and a daughter too. 7 

He was a great scholar, philosopher, musician 8 and yogin, 9 
all in one. 10 


, 5. Cf Venkatanatha's commentary on the SR. of Yamuna : 

“Sriranganatha iti namadheyam” (p. 27) and “Sriranganatha iti 
tvannamadharinam” (p. 94). 

6. T.A. Gopinatha Rau, in his “Sir Subrahmanya Aiyar Lectures on 
the History of Srivai?pavas”, (p. 30), says that Nathamuni was also 
called Srinatha, on the evidence of some inscriptions! data, which, 
however, he does not furnish. 

7. Vide PA. ch. 108, p. 417, 61. 71. 

8. Ibid. p. 413, ff. 

9. Ibid. p. 416, sis 66-57. It is said that Nathamuni was practising 
the yoga consisting of eight accessories (a$tdriga), which it is said, 
procured tnok§a easily. This chapter (108) describes the transmission of 
this yoga from Nathamuni to his disciple, Kurukanatha. Cf. also ch. 
110, si. 16, in this connection. It is further recorded (ch. 114, sT. 60 ff.) 
that Yamuna could not meet Kurukanatha at an appointed hour to 
receive this efficacious yoga from him and that it thus became extinct. 

10. Yamuna in his SR. (sTs. 1, '2 and 3) and the Agamapram&nya 
(the concluding verses) glorifies Nathamuni as a great devotee of the 
Lord. Also see Venkatanatha's commentary on 61. 2 of the SR. p. 28. 


6 

We have recently noticed a work entitled 
Ndthamuniprapannatvasamarthana 11 also called 

N&thamunivijaya. 12 The author, Desikasudhi, tries in this work 
to prove that Nathamuni, in spite of his great yogic powers and 
full-fledged devotion to the Lord, considered and practised 
independent prapatti or Surrender as the only means of attaining 
salvation, 13 rather than bhakti or devotion, which he viewed as 
an end in itself, but not as a means. 14 The author of this work 
bases his arguments mainly on the statements made by 
Venkafanatha in some of his works like the Stotraratnabhasya , 
the Gitarthasangraharak$a, the Nikseparak$a, the Gadyabhaqya 
and the Tatparyacandrika. No reference to, or quotation from any 
of Nathamuni's own compositions is found in this work. 

One hagiological work states the Nathamuni was a 
contemporary of Nammazhvar, the famous Tamil saint, or of his 
disciple Madhurakavi Azhvar, 18 and that he had a direct vision 
of the Three Realities (the “tattvatraya”, viz., Cit, Acit and 
Id vara) by means of his yogic powers. 16 Alternatively, it is stated 


11. This is a paper manuscript deposited in the Government 
Oriental Manuscripts Library, Madras, under R. No. 1362. This is in 
Grantha characters and consists of 14 folios (27 pages). 

12. Cf. the concluding stanza of the above work, p. 27 : 

“de6ikadasenasau s'ifjyepa 6rfmadai)nayaryapam 

ndthamunivijayanama kjtirabhirama krta satam prityai.” 

13. Ibid., p. 1 : 

“satyam samagrabhaktau samadhikasaktau salalaso muktau 

prayunkta yah prapattim vipratipattim vihantvasau nathah” 

“iha khalu nikhilamunivara(ni)karasamadhikaniravadhikaparika- 
rasamagrabhaktiko ‘pi bhagvan nathamunirapi sodhakalavilambah 
svatantraprapattimavalalamba iti saml clnasampradayasaranisahginah 
sangirante”. 

14. Ibid., p. 27. 

“tadevam nathamuneh sadhanabhaktinisfhatve 

‘nanyasiddhasadhaka-le6abhavat, prabalavipulabadhasattvacca, 
nathamunih svatantraprapa11i-ni$thah, pha 1 ab hakti nisthas ca; na 
sadhanabhaktinigtha iti niskantako ghantapathah”. 

15. Cf. PA. ch. 107, p. 408, ff. 

16. Ibid. 61. 50. This fact is corroborated by Yamuna in his AP. 
(p. 87) by the phrase - “svayogamahimapratyaksatattvatrayah”. 
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that he meditated on the composition of Madhurakavi on 
Nammazhvar and that this led to a vision of the Azhvdr wherein 
he was taught the works of all the Azhvars. He was led to make 
a search for them on hearing a decad of the Tiruvaymozhi (Y5) 
wherein the Lord is addressed as Aravamudu or “Nectar that 
never satiates” and which refers to the thousand verses of which 
it forms a part. 

Nathamuni is thus accredited with the honour of having 
collected nearly four thousand of the floating psalms of the 
Azhv&rs and compiled them into their present form. To him also 
goes the credit of having, for the first time, set this Prabandha 
(the collection of the songs of the Azhv&rs) to music 17 and 
introduced its recitation as an integral part of the Srivaispava 
temple-worship in the South. 18 

The works of Nathamuni, as we have already noted, are 
the Yogarahasya —a treatise on yoga, and the Ny&yatattva —a 
treatise on the Nyaya system of thought. 19 None of these works 
is available now, though quotations from the second are made by 
Verikatanatha, the most brilliant luminary in the history of the 
post-Ramanuja Srivaispavism. However, Sri T.K.V Desikachar 
claims that his father, Sri Krishnamacharya “received” the text 
of the Yogarahasya from Nathamuni himself, which is published 
in the quarterly DarSanam (Vol. 1 no. 1, Feb. 1991 onwards) 
serially by the Krishnamacharya Yoga Mandiram, Madras. From 


17. The Guruparampara tradition, as well as the RTS. of Des'ika, 
support the view that Nathamuni set the Tamil prabandha to music. 
See p. 65, the verse “kalam valamburiyanna” etc. (Publication of the 
Rahasyatrayapracarasabha, Madras). 

18. Vide PA. ch. 107, p. 413. 

19. PA. is the only work which records that Nathamuni wrote the 
Puru?anirrjaya. This is obviously an error. See., ch. 108, p. 416, s'l. 44: 

“s'astram nyayatattvakhyam tatha puru?aniriiayam/ 
dhiman yogarahasyam ca trinyetanyakarottada”. 

But the RTS. of Desika (p. 39) clearly states that the works of 
Nathamuni are two in number : the Nyayatattva and the Yogarahasya. 
The Purusanirnaya to which Desika very rarely refers, is that of 
Yamuna. See f.n. 2, above. 
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the references made to it, the Nyayatattva appears to have been 
the first work in the field to interpret Nyaya according to the 
Srivaifjpava line of thought. Verikatanatha. states that the 
Nyayatattva criticises and controverts the Ny&yasutra of 
Gautama. 20 He quotes metrical as well as prose passages from 
the Nyayatattva nearly twently times in the Ny&yasiddh&hjana 21 
and thrice in his Nyayaparisuddhi. 22 He refers by name to the 
padas or sections of this text —prameya, pram&tr, karar\a and 
jh&na, and also to several adhikarapas or sub-sections of each 
of these padas. We can, by this, understand that the Nyayatattva 
was a very large work in verse as well as prose, consisting of 
the four above-mentioned sections and several sub-sections. The 
Nyayatattva is referred to as Rostra in the Siddhitraya. 23 
Sudar^anasuri, the commentator on Ramanuja's Sribhasya, 
attributes three s'lokas that appear in the Sribhasya to 
Nathamuni. 24 The verses quoted by Ramanuja are: 

“jfianarupam param brahma tannivartyam mrsatmakam 
ajfianam cet tiraskuryat lcah prabhustannivartakah (ne)? 
jftanam brahmeti vijnanamasti cet syat prameyata 
brahmapo ‘nanubhutitvam tvaduktyaiva prasajyate 
jftanam brahmeti cet jnanamajfianasya nivartakam 
brahmavat tatprakasatvat tadapi hyanivartakam ” 

Obviously, the slokas quoted above must have formed part 
of the Nyayatattva. Tradition reveals that the text of the 
Nyayatattva opens with the following verse : 

20. Cf. NE p. 87 : 

“bhagavannathamunibhir nyayatattvasamahvaya 

avadhlryak§apadadi n nyabandhi nyayapaddhatih” 

21. See pp. 194-196, 199, 205, 237, 238, 241, 243-244, 256- 
258, 261-264. 

22. See pp. 130, 132, 172. 

23. Cf. AS. p. 65 : “....yatharthakhyatisamarthanena ca Rostra 
iti na vyavarnyate... ” See also the verse, “yo vetti...” etc., quoted 
below where the term “sastra” occurs. 

Some of the sections ( adhikaranas ) of the Nyayatattva are also 
referred to by Yamuna in his ST. : “sukhaduhkhadhikarana” (p. 145), 
“prathamadhikarana” (pp. 151, 208), “bhrantyadhikararia” (p. 194), 
etc. 

24. Sudars'anasuri introduces these verses with the remark: “atra 
nathamunibhiruktan slokanaha”. Vide Sribhasya with Sudarsana’s 
commentary, Vol. I, Sampufa 2, p. 1. 
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“yo vetti yugapat sarvam pratyakseija sada svatah 
tam pranamya harirh gastram nydyatattavarh pracaksmahe” 26 

In the Nyayasiddhanjana, it is further stated that the 
Atmasiddhi (one of the three Siddhis comprising the Siddhitraya 
of Yamuna) is itself a digest of the Nyayatattva.™ 

In the light of this we understand that the Nyayatattva put 
forth a Vedantic system of logic, refuting the classical Nyaya 
expounded by Gautama and others. 27 It is also clear from the 
three couplets quoted above that this work also refutes the 
Advaitic concepts of the Brahman, maya and mokqa. 

Yamuna makes severed references to his grandfather 28 
Nathamuni and his distinguished disciples in his own works. 29 

Nathamuni was followed by Pupdarikaksa and he, by 
Sriramamisra. 30 No works are attributed to these teachers. 
Verikafanatha, in his works like the Ny&yasiddhdnjana and the 
Nyayaparisuddhi, refers to $ acfarthasaAks epa 31 of one 


25. Venkatanatha, the most informative of all the post-Ramanuja 
writers of the Vis'ii-stadvaita school, refers to the first line of this verse 
in his commentary on Ramanuja's SG p-11. 

26. Vide p. 243 : “nyayatattvasastraprakaranam hi atmasiddhih”. 

27. Vide NP p. 86 : 

“yathavasthitanyayanugrhitam vedam , vedanumatam ca 
nyayamanusaramah, na punar nyayamatram”. 

28. Vide SR. 61. 55b : “pitamaham nathamunim vilokya” etc. 

29. Ibid. 61s. 1, 2 and 3 and also the last two stanzas of the AP 

Prapannamrta mentions that Nathamuni's disciples were eleven 
in number of whom five were most prominent: Padmak$a, Kurukanatha, 
Melaiyagattazhvar, Kizhaiyagattazhvar and 6 rikrsnalak?ml natha. See 
ch. 109, p. 419. 

Des'ika, in his RTS. (p. 41) says that Nathamuni's disciples were 
eight in number. 

30. See PA. ch. 110, p. 426 ff., for the life-accounts of these 
acaryas. 

31. NS. pp. 210, 233, etc; NP pp. 152, 153, etc. 
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Sriramamisra, but this author is not the same as Yamuna's 
teacher, as he is also said to have commented upon the 
Vedarthasangraha of Ramanuja, 32 which proves his later date. 

Tradition bears evidence to the fact that it is Sriramamisra 
that was responsible for the final spiritual transformation of 
Yamuna, who, it is said, was given to worldly pleasures brought 
by his administrative office, and that he also took Yamuna to 
Srirangam for this purpose. 33 


32. NS. p. 261. 

33. Vide PA. ch. 112, p. 438 
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CHAPTER III 

YAMUNA AND HIS PREDECESSORS 


Sriramami^ra was followed by Yamunacarya. Since the 
works of Nathamuni, the first SrIvai§ijLava author in the South 
have not come down to us, Yamuna may, for all practical 
purposes, be regarded as the earliest Srlvai§xiava teacher with 
whom the study of later Vai§i>ava theology should commence. 

Yamuna, called in Tamil “Alavandar”, occupies a unique 
place among the Srivai§i*ava teachers and accordingly, he, along 
with his grandfather Nathamuni, had been accorded the central 
position in the galaxy of teachers. 34 He was Ramanuja's teacher's 
teacher 36 (paramacdrya ) and all the compositions of Ramanuja 
bear clear evidence of the great influence of Yamuna's works. At 
a time when the Advaita philosophy was enjbing wide popularity 
and unquestioned authority and when the mstraic teachings of 
Nathamuni were just nascent, Yamuna had to play a vital role 
in promoting the cause of the Srivaisqava religion and 
philosophy through scholarly expositions in Sanskrit. He 
achieved phenomenal success in this task. An exposition and 
assessment of Yamuna's contribution of Visi^advaita forms the 
subject of our present effort. 


34. Vide : “lak$m^athasamarambham pathyamunamadhyamam 

asm Jiaryaparyantam vande guruparamparam” 

This verse is a /ibuted to Kuresa (Kurattazhvar), the foremost 
disciple of Ramanu;a. It is quoted in the PA. ch. 116, si, 88. 

35. Ramanuja's teacher who studied under Yamuna was 
Mahapurna, 
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Yamuna, like his grandfather Nathamuni, lived in 
Viranarayanapura. Hagiological works like the Divyasuricarita 
and the Prapanndmrta , with slight differences in detail, bear testi¬ 
mony to the prodigious scholarship of Yamuna even as a young 
boy. 36 They also mention of his having come into contact with the 


36. We refer our readers in this connection to hagiological works like the 
DSC . and the PA. for detailed accounts of Yamuna’s life. There came into exist¬ 
ence quite a large number of works on Yamuna's life in Sanskrit as well as the 
local languages, especially regarding his early life. These accounts being too 
well-known, we do hot undertake to reproduce them here. But the chief inci¬ 
dents of Yamuna’s life may briefly be stated as follows : Yamuna was not born 
in the life-time of Nathamuni, his grandfather, or even in that of his disciple, 
Puobarlkaksa. Yamuna, even as a young body, defeated a renowned pandit by 
name Akkiyazhvan (Vidvajjanakolahala) belonging to the court of the Chola 
King of his times. The Queen called Yamuna "Alavandar” (one that had come 
to protect, i.e., a saviour), on the same occasion. Yamuna became a Chief and 
was deeply immersed in the pleasures that were consequent to a life of position 
and self. Srir&mamisra, Nathamuni's grand-disciple, who wanted to convert 
Yamuna from this life to that of a samnyasin to which he was destined, could, 
with great difficulty, gain Yamuna's audience. He told Yamuna that the prede¬ 
cessors of the latter had deposited patrimony with him, to be handed over to 
Yamuna. He then taught him the Ehagavadgitd and could succeed in .convert¬ 
ing him slowly to the path of detachment and renunciation. The conversion 
became complete and full-fledged when Sriramamisra took Yamuna to 
Srirangam and showed him the lotus-feet of Ranganatha, exhorting him that 
those feet were verily the patrimony that the predecessors of Yamuna had left 
with him. Compare in this connection 61. 6b of Yamuna's SR. which has a 
reference to this ‘Kuladhanam’ : 

“ stosyami nab kuladhanam kuladaivatam tat 

padaravindam aravinda - vilocanasya” 

The following works may be consulted for detailed accounts of 
Yamuna's life : 


I. SANSKRIT 


II. TAMIL 

III. TELUGU 


1. Divyasuricarita 

2. Prapannamrta 

3. 'Yamunacaryacaritra 

4. Divyasumanoguijavaijayanti 

5. Nathamunivijayacampu 

1. Guruparamparaprabhava (in MANIPRAVALA) 

1. Acaryasuktimuktavali (ch. 4) 

2. Amuktamalyada (ch. 4) 

3. Paramabhagavatavilasamu (ch. 1) 

4. Paramayogivilasamu 1 (ch. 8) 

5. Paramayogivilasamu 2 (ch. 5) 

6. Yamunavijayavilasamu (5 chs.) 

7. Yamunaearyacaritramu (ohe ch.) 
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Chola King of his times. 37 His Tamil name “Alavandar’ m is said 
to refer to his having held some adminsitrative office. It is said 
that Sriramamisra was responsible for the final spiritual turn in 
Yamuna's secular life, and taught him the Bhagavadgitd 39 before 
he took him to Srirarigam where Sri Rariganatha is the presiding 
Deity. No specific autobiographical or historical references could 
be gathered from Yamuna's own works, excepting a few facts relat¬ 
ing to his own ancestry. 40 

Traditional accounts also mention that Yamuna hand two 
or four sons. 41 They also say that he was born in 918 A.D. and 
breathed his last in 1038 A.D. 42 

37. Cf in this connection the following statement of Yamuna’s SS. 41. 
19b, p. 274 : “yatha colanrpassamrdd advitlyo ‘dya bhutale”. The words in 
italics might be taken as supporting the above tradition. 

38. PA. ch. 111. si. 98 renders this term as “raksagatagurub”. Also cf. 
ibid. si. 99 ff. 

See Prof. R. Ramanujachari, Proceedings and Transactions of the AIOC., 
1st Session, 1955, (p. 397) : “To this day a locality in Gangaikondapuram 
goes by the name of Alavandarmedu”. 

39. This GS. of Yamuna, which we are going to examine in a succeeding 
chapter, might be taken as incorporating the traditional interpretation of the 
Gitd, which Yamuna received from Sriramamisra. Venkatanatha bears full 
evidence to the fact that Sriramamisra taught the Gita to Yamuna. See his 
commentary on the concluding stanza of GS. (p. 16) : Sriramamisrasakasat 
bahusastravidbhir asmabhir bahusab s'rufasya bhagavadgftartha- 
prapaficasya....” etc. 

See PA Ch. 112, p. 437. for an account of Yamuna's conversion to the holy 
order of ascetics. Cf in addition, the following memorial stanza dedicated to 
Sriramamisra : 

“ayatnato ySmunamatmadasam ^ alarkapatrarpanani^krayeiia 

yah kritavan asthitayauvarajyam namami tarn ramamameyasattvam” 

40. See SR. Sis. 61 and 66, starting with “janitvaham vamSe” and 
“akjrtrimatvaccaranaravinda” respectively. 

The disciples of'Yamuna, according to the RTS. (p. 42), were fifteen in number. 

41. Vide PA. ch. Ill, Sis. 109-110, were Yamuna is said to have had 
only two sons. The “Local Records of Brown”, Vol. 60, pp. 506-509, under 
Serial No. 150, furnishing the chronology of the Srlvaisnava teachers, 
supports the view that Yamuna had four sons. Their names are also given 
as ISvarabhatta, Govindamuni, Nathamuni and Rangaraja. Desika in his 
RTS. (p. 41), says that Yamuna had only one son. 

42. T.A. Gopinatha Rau however, does not accept these dates. See his 
"Lectures on the History of Srivaisnavas”, etc., p. 31. 

Yamuna passed away in Srirarigam, Ramanuja was a younger contem¬ 
porary of 'Yamuna. But according to the traditional accounts, these two great men 
could never meet and converse. It is said that Ramaniya could pay his respects only 
to Yamuna's dead body. Vide PA. ch. 116. si. 46, ff., in this connection. 


CHAPTER IV 

YAMUNA'S WORKS : DETAILED EXAMINATION 

It may be recalled that the extant works of Yamuna are 
five in number : the Sristuti or the Catuss'lokl, the Stotraratna, 
the Gi tarthasan graha, the Agamapramariya and the 
Siddhitraya . 4S 

We have recently noticed a short work entitled 
Namamauktikamdld u attributed to our author. As its very name 
indicates, there is no philosophy in it. It enumerates one hundred 
and twenty names of Vi§pu in twenty stanzas. No other writer 
is known to have ever referred to this as the work of Yamuna, 
and in all probability, this might not have been Yamuna's 
composition. We have, however, given the text of this short work 
in the Appendix to the present thesis. 46 

The Two Lost Works 

The two works of Yamuna which we are not yet able to 
recover are the Kdsmirdgamaprdmarpya™ and the Puru^anirrjaya, 
or the Mahapurusanirpaya. References to these are made by 
Yamuna himself in his Agamapramariya. 

The Kasmiragamapramdriya, it is said, establishes the 
revealed character ( apauru$eyatva ) of the Ekayanasdkha, which 
the Pancaratrin? claim as the source of their Agama literature. 
The very fact that a separate work had to be written upholding 

43. See p. 2 above. 

44. This is a palm-leaf manuscript in Telugu characters deposited 
in the Govt. Oriental Mss. Library under R. No. 174 (1). The same work 
also appears on paper in the above Library in the same script, under 
D.No. 8933. 

45. See Appendix II. 

46. See pp. 2-3 above regarding its authorship. 
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the validity of the Ekayana indicates that this sakha, like the 
Pancaratragamas, was also doubted in respect of its authenticity. 
This Ekayana is itself affiliated to the White ( Sukla) Yajurveda. 
Yamuna alludes to this Ekayana at least thrice in his 
Agamapramapya. It may be interesting to note that Nagesa, a 
late writer, identified this Ekdyanasdkhd with the Kdpva 
recension of the Sukla Yajurveda, in his work entitled 
Kdnvasdkhamahimasangraha} 1 Pandit Bhagavad Datta, how¬ 
ever, thinks that such an identification is wrong on the ground 
that the Jayakhya Samhita (ch. 20, s'ls. 262 and 269) treats the 
Ekayana separately from the four Vedas. iS The Chandogya 
passage where reference to the Ekayana occurs first, 49 also 
distinguishes the Ekayana from the Vedas. 

Pandit Bhagavad Datta further tells us that the 
Ekdyanasdkhd might have been a scripture on bhakti, and 
consisted of some, mantras from the Vedas, some Brahmapa 
portions and other matters, quite independently. Among the 
Vedas, Yajurveda might have formed a large part of its content. 
He cites the Sdttvata Samhita (ch.25, s'l. 94) to support his 
statement. He also quotes from the same source (ch. 25, sis. 8 
and 53) that the mantras found there, viz., “Om namo 
brahmape” and “Ajasya nabhau”, do not orginally belong to the 
Ekayana and that the latter mantra is actually found in the 
Rgveda (10-82-6). 60 

In another place 61 however, Pandit Datta, quoting from the 
Jayakhya Sapihitd (ch. 1. sis. 109, 111, 115 and 116), admits that 


47. This is a paper manuscript of the Govt. Oriental Mss. Library, 
in Devanagarl script, under R. No. 2389. The author quotes passages 
from works like the Mahabhdrata, the Bh&gavata, the Vi^nupurdna, 
the Harivamsa and the Pancaratragamas, in support of his view. The 
synonymy of the Ekayana is given by the author (p. 2) : 

“iyarh s uddhayajus sakha prathametyabhidhiyate 
mulasakheti capyukta tatha caikayaniti ca 
ayatayamayaj u sa tatha moksaikastldhika 
ityadyanekanamani santyasyastatra tatra vai” 

48. Vide WI. (Part I) p. 237 

49. Ibid. Cf. Chdngogya VII-1-2 : “Itgvedam bhagavo 

‘dhyemi.ekayanam”. 

50. Vide WI., p. 238. 

51. Ibid. pp. 168-69. 
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the Pahcaratragama should have had some special relation with 
the Kapvas'akha. The verses from the Jayakhya numbered above, 
indicate that the followers of the Paheardtrd mainly adopt the 
Kapvas'dkhd for their rituals and also that many of the 
Pdhcardtra acdryas belong to it. 

The Puru$anirnqya, says Yamuna, is devoted to establish¬ 
ing Narayapa's supremacy over other deities. 

It is only Vedanta Des'ika who rarely refers to this work 
of Yamuna. He does not quote any passage from it. With the very 
meagre information available purely from the few references 
made by DesSika we can arrive at the following general 
conclusions regarding the nature of this text. 

1. Nydyasiddhahjana : ch. III. p. 225 : 

“atheuw^i^^e^v 81 ^^ 111 ^ nirvahab puru$anirnaye 
prapancitab, sribhasyakarais'ca vedarthasangraha-bha§yadi§u”. 

2. Nyayaparisuddhi : p. 148 : 

“Yasmin kalpe tu yat proktarii purapam brahmapa pura| 

tasya tasya tu m&hatmyam tatsvarupepa varpyate| | 

agnei&ivasya mahatmyam ... 

drasjtavyametadakhilam spastam purusanirpaye” 

3. Saccaritrarakq a : ch I. p. 46 : 

“na kevalam bhagavadramanujamunibhireva 
mahopanif?adupatta, api tu tatparamacaryair bhagavadyamuna- 
munibhirapi puruqanirnaye samupatta”. 

4. Stotraratnabha§ya : s'l. 14, p. 49 : 

“evam samharyatva-saihhartrtva-rak§yatva-rak?akatva - 
janyatva-janakatva - adhi§(heyatvadhi? thatftvadivaidhar- 
myavargair uktais'ca purus anirnayadi^u prapancitair hetubhil) 
tvadanyesju kvacidapi svatantryas'anka ca na syaditi. ” 

5. Gitarthasangraharak$d : s'l. 1, pp. 3-4 : 

“narayapab pararii brahma iti vis egatassamanyatas'ca 
vyapades'advayam; anena avibhaktikepi narayapanuvakavakye 
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purvaparavakyacchayanusarat sakhantarasavisarjaniya- 
pathanacca vyastatvam vyanjitaih; tena ca sarvaparavidyopas- 
yavis'esanirdharaparthataya kevalaparatattvapratipadana- 
paranarayananuvakasidha evasya kastrasya visayah, 
tadvibhutitvena ‘vitfvamevedam puru§ah’ (Tai.Nd) itivat saman- 
adhikaraqataya tatramnatanam brahma^ivendradinam 
narasabdarthanamihapi ‘brahman amis am” (Gita : XI-15) 
ityadibhistadvibhutyekades'aSrayatvarh pratipadyata iti 

khyapitam; utkam ca stotre : ‘svabhavika.viprusaste’ (s'1.11) 

iti; sarhvitsiddhau ca advitiyasrutivyakhyane ca dar^itam : 

‘yatha colanrpah .vipru§ah’ (p. 274) iti; puru$anirriaye 

caitatprapanco grahyah” 

It appears from these statements that the Puru$anirpaya 
establishes the supremacy of Narayapaon the strength of various 
authoritative texts (mainly the Upani?ads), reinforced by 
reasonings. 

The first of the above references mentions that Upani$ads 
like the Atharvadiras and the £vetasvatara, which are full of 
statements glorifying Siva or Rudra as the Prime Cause of the 
creation etc. of the universe and also as the sole object of 
meditation, are all interpreted in the Puru$anirpaya in such a 
way that there is no contradiction with other Upani$adic 
statements which glorify Narayapa as the Supreme Lord. The 
Vedarthasahgraha and the Sribhaqya, to which Des'ika himself 
draws our attention (see statement no. 1 above), indicate or 
perhaps give in detail the way in which Yamuna himself had 
interpreted these texts. 

The second of the above statements tells us that the 
Puru$anirnaya, following the Matsya Purapa, classifies the 
pampas into the sattvika, rajasa and tamasa types and gives 
primary significance to the statements of the sattvika-purapas 
like the Vi$pupurapa, regarding the supremacy of the Deity. It 
is clear that the Vi$pu and such other purdpas coming under 
the sattvika category glorify Narayaqa's supremacy in unmistak¬ 
able terms. 
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The third statement of Desika reveals that Yamnn^ 
employed statements of the Mahopani$ad like “eko ha vai 
narayana asit na brahma nes'anah” 62 in his Puru$anirpaya, to 
prove that Narayaxja is the Supreme Godhead. Narayana existed 
prior to the cosmic creation to the exclusion of all other deities 
like Brahma and Rudra, and this prior existence determines His 
prime causal character and consequently, His supremacy. 

The fourth of the above statements makes it clear that the 
sovereignty of Narayana had been established in the 
Puru?anirpaya on the following grounds: that He is the Destroyer, 
Protector and Originator of all beings and that all the beings are 
conversely destroyed, protected and originated and supported by 
Him alone. This clearly determines the superiority of Vi?nu to 
others. 

The last of the above references tells us that in the 
Purusanirnaya, the author proved the sovereignty of Narayana 
on the evidence of the Upani$adic texts as well as the Gita on 
the ground that all other deities including Brahma, Siva and 
Indra, are but mere drops in the unbounded ocean of His glory. 

We have to content ourselves with the relevant portions of 
the Stotraratna and the Agamapramapya where Yamuna deals 
with the question of the supremacy of Vi?nu. 

(a) The Sristuti 

The shortest of all the extant works of Yamuna is the 
Sristuti. It is in four dlokas from which it derives its popular name 
Catussloki. Though short, this work has its own importance in 
the South Indian Srivai$pava religious literature because the 
author here explains the vital position of Lak?mi as the Consort 
of Lord Narayapa and the Mediator between Him and His 
devotees. This work also happens to be the first of its kind in 
the Srivaispava stuti -literature of the South of the later period. 
It has a lucid commentary by Veiikatanatha, 63 and the ideas 
regarding Lak§mi in the Srivaigpava theology that have been 
developed by later writers go ultimately to this hymn of Yamuna. 

52. Vide Mahopani$ad : I. These form the opening words of the 
Upanisad. 

53. There is a commentary on the hymn in mampravdla style 
by Periyavaccan Pillai, 
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The Catussloki should be viewed as a prelude to the next 
work of Yamuna, viz., the Stotraratna, because it is as holding 
the vital position as Mediator of Divine Grace that Lakgm! is 
praised as the Supreme in this hymn. In the Stotraratna, the 
Lord, between whom and the devotees Lakgmi acts as the 
Mediator, is the subject of a philosophical stotra. Therein Vigpu 
is described as the source of even Lakgmi's greatness. 64 

As explained by Veiikatanatha in the introductory verse to 
his commentary on the Catussloki, Lakspml in constant compan¬ 
ionship with Lord Narayaija, exerts a helpful influence on Him 
and allays the fears of all devotees in approaching Him, like a 
beloved mother. 66 The supremacy of Vigiju had, no doubt, been 
established in th e Brahmasutra itself, but the present attempt 
of the author, according to Veiikatanatha, is to establish the same 
in association with His Consort also. 66 

The Power or Sakti of Lord Vigiju and already been 
identified with Sri or Lakgmi in the older literature. In fact, the 
concept of Divine Power as a goddess in association with a Deity, 
or independently, is as old as the IJgveda. 

The Concept of &akti 

The concept of a Supreme Being with spouse and offspring 
looks indeed authropomorphic, but the conception is to be 
understood in a symbolic way to understand its philosophical 
implication. It is to the Ugveda that we have again to go for the 
origin of the conception of the power of the Supreme Being 
conceived as a female Deity, that is, as different forms of Sakti. 

Th e Rgveda employs terms like “sakti”, “maya” and “saci” 
(in plural) to denote Divine Power. 67 One hymn” 68 tries to fuse 

54. Vide SR. si. 12 : “kass'ri£s'riyah”, etc., and sT. 45 : “sriyah 
sriyam” etc. 

55. Vide introductory part of the commentary on CS., p. 13 : 
‘sriyam tatsadhricim tadupasadanatrasas'amanim”. 

56. Ibid. 

57. Cf. I. 109.3 : “pitrnam s'aktih”. Also Cf. IV 22.8 and X. 88.10. 
Cf. III. 53.2 : “....gira s'aci vah”. III. 53.8 : “mayah...krnvanah” and VI. 
47.18 : “indro mayabhih....” 

58. Vide SDP, p. 12. 
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all the different “s'acis” (powers) of Indra into a single Supreme 
Goddess called “Saci”. She is expressly named “Indraifi”, i.e., 
Indra's consort, in other yks. 69 There was a conscious effort on 
the part of the Vedic seers to unite all the minor gods into one 
Supreme God, Prajapati or Vi^vakarman, and all the female 
deities like Dhigaija and Sarasvat! into one Supreme Goddess 
called. “Vak”. 60 Such a comprehensive conception of a Mother 
Goddess we see in the Arhbhrni Siikta ei where Vak declares 
Herself as being at the root of the powers of all the gods, the 
prosperity and riches of the land and the intellect of the wise, 
thus foreshadowing the later Sakti-trinity of Parvati, Lakgm! 
and Sarasvat!. The Atharvaveda faintly suggests the wifely 
relation of Vak with Prajapati, who is now styled 
“Paramegthin”. 62 Sarasvat!, invoked both as a river and goddess, 
and the river Sindhu are glorified as “ambitama” and “mdtrtama” 
(most benign) respectively. 83 It is this motherly aspect that forms 
the basis of the motherhood characteristic of goddesses like Uma 
and Sri in later literature. 64 Even male gods like Agni and Indra 
are conceived of as both father and mother. 66 

The most natural conception of father and mother finds 
expression in the Dual Divinity of Heaven and Earth (Dyavd- 
Prthivi). m Aditi, a full-fledged Vedic goddess, is very often 
invoked and sought for all-round welfare and also for release from 
bondage and sin, an idea which becomes the forerunner of the 
later conception of mokga. 67 Each Vedic god has a consort of his 

59. Ibid. p. 12. Cf. Rgveda I. 82.5,6; III. 53.4, ff; I. 22, 12, etc. Cf. 
I. 56.4 where the term “Devi Tavigi” or “Goddess of Might” occurs. 

60. &DE, p. 29. 

61. Cf. Rgveda X. 10.125. See also MWV., R 313 

Cf. Atharva Veda XIX. 9.3, where “vak” is called “Devi 
Paramegthini”. 

62. Vide SDP. p. 30. 

63. Cf Rgveda II. 41. 16 and HI. 33.3. 

64. Vide SDP, p. 40. 

65. Cf. Rgveda VI. 1.5 : “.tvam pita mata”; VIII. 98.11 : “tvaih 

hi nah pita vaso, tvam mata satakrato babhuvitha’.... See also V 
Raghavan, ‘The Vedas and Bhakti’, Vedanta Kesari, Madras, Dec. 1955, 
p. 332. 

66. Vide MW., p. 215. 

67. Vide MWV., p. 311. Also cf. Rgveda X. 36. 3; X/ 100 and X. 


101. 
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own and these consorts are collectively called Devapatnls or 
Grids. 6B In the creation-hymn, “nasdasit.....”, the one Supreme 
Being is said to have been breathing without air by Its own 
inherent Power, “ svadha ”. 69 

The Power or Sakti of the Samhitd literature is referred 
to as ik$ana or abhidhyana in the Upani$adic terminology. 
Accordingly, the Upani$ads describe the Highest Being as 
immersed in ik$ana (reflection or thought) in the first phase of 
cosmic creation, 70 which “ik^arj.a” is the same as the “power of 
creative desire”. It is the Brhadaranyaka that expressly makes 
Sakti the Lord's Consort for the world-evolution in the familiar 
terms of husband and wife. 71 The Svetds'vatara Upani$ad 
describes Sakti as belonging to God Himself and as “hidden in 
His own qualities”. 72 The Supreme Lord, by virtue of His Sakti, 
takes diverse complexions, although devoid of any such features, 
in essence. 73 In VI. 8, this Upani§ad says more expressly that the 
Supreme Being has Sakti or Potency that is supreme and at the 
same time manifold. 74 In the earlier context referred to above 
(IY1), the dynamic aspect pf the Supreme is so described that we 
could see the equation of Sakti with ajd, maya and prakrti (IV 
5). 


68. Ibid., p. 313. Also cf. Rgveda V 46. 7-8; “devanaiii patnlh” 
and “uta gnah”. 

69 .IlgvedaX. 11.129: “nasadasit....anidavatamsvadhayatadekam”, 
etc. 

70. Cf. Chandogya VI. 2. 3: “tadaik§ata bahu syam prajayeya". 
See also Taittiriya II. 6. 

71. MWV. p. 6; cf. Brhadaranyaka 1. 4. 3: “sa haitavanasa yatha 
stripumamsau sampari$vaktau....tatah patisca patni ca abhavatam”. 

72. SDE, p. 49. Cf. Svetds'vatara 1.3 : “devatmas'aktim svagunair 
nigudham”. 

73. Cf. Svetasvatara IV 1: “eko varnah bahudha saktiyogat”. 

74. Ibid. VI. 8 : “parasya saktir vividhaiva sruyate” 
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The different aspects of the ligvedic female deities may be 
said to get fused into one full-fledged Goddess of Power in the 
f Ambhrnl Sukta and into another of plenty in the Snsukta in the 

Rgveda Khilas (Supplementary Hymns). 75 The Taittiriya Aranyaka 
speaks of the Supreme Being as having two Consorts, Hri and 
Laksmi. 76 This Lafcpmi is sometimes designated Sraddhd and 
God is sometimes said to owe his glory to Her in such statements 
| as : “sraddhaya devo devatvamasnute”. 77 The concept of Puru$a 

and Prakrti, already seen in the Upani$ads, became the basic 
philosophical position of the Sdmkhya school, in which all 
evolution is ascribed to Prakrti. This motherly aspect of the 
L Godhead which emphasises the creative aspect, includes also the 

aspect of love and affection towards the beings; this latter aspect 
| finds full expression in the Srisukta. 

The Snsukta presents the picture of Sri or Lak$mi as the 
goddess of beauty, plenty and prosperity and as the Ruler and 
Mother of the Universe. 78 She is further described as the 
| repository of qualities like magnanimity (auddrya)™ and is 

invoked to bestow prosperity and dispel poverty and ignorance. 80 
It may be noted that the expression “tarn padmanemim 
& aranamaham prapadye” 81 supplies the germ for the evolution of 
the Doctrine of Surrender of the Srivaisnava school. It is this 
motherly aspect of God that forms the cardinal doctrine of Sri 
in the Srivai?nava theology. The concept of Godhood becomes 
fully realised only when the love aspect of i t is fully recognised. 82 

75. MW. p. 2. 

76. Taittiriya Aranyaka III. 13. 2: “hris'ca te lakgmisca patnyau . 

77. Taittiriya Sarnhita I. 111'. 2,9. Ranganathamuni of about the 
12th cen. A.D., the Vai§nava commentator on the S risukta, identifies 
goddesses like Sraddha, Medha and Bhumi with 6rl. See the Srisukta 
with his commentary, pp. 1-9 (published at Pudukkottai). 

78. Cf. “ISvarim sarvabhutanam” (rk- 9); “mataram padmamalinim” 
(rfe-11) and “mataram sriyam” irk-12). 

79. Ibid, “devajustam udaram” (rk-5). 

80. Ibid. “mayantarayMca bahya alaksmih” (rk- 6). 

81. Ibid, rk- 6. Cf. also Durga Sukta of the Rgveda Khila X. 127.12 

^ where again “saraijamaham prapadye” occurs : 

“ tamagnivar pam tapasa j valantl m vairocanl m kar maphale?u j u§tam | 

Durgam devim saranamaham prapadye sutarasi tarase namah”. 

82. Vide “Mazdaism in the Light of Vi§nuism” by A. Govindacarya, 
p. 52. 
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The Rgvedic Sakti acquires a personal form and name in 
the Kenopani$ad as “Uma of golden hue”. It is rightly observed 
that “She forms the assuaging common ground, a bridge between 
Siva and Vii-squ, being described as the sister of the latter and 
spouse of the former” 83 in the Mahabharata and the Pur anas. 

The worship of Sakti as a separate cult had a greater 
development in Saivism, especially in the Tantric schools. Sakti 
came to be viewed in different ways by different schools of 
thought, but in all these interpretations, the difference is one of 
terminology, but not of essence. The different interpretations are 
facilitated by the fact that energy or sakti can be treated as either 
identical with or separate from the possessor thereof. 84 

The Siddhanta school of Saivism of South India, which 
maintains three main and eternal categories, viz., Pati (Lord 
Siva), pasu (the bound self), and Pasa (the bond) speaks of Sakti 
as inseparable from the Lord. 86 Siva and Sakti are compared here 
to the sun and his radiance. 86 However, the idea of husband and 
wife is read into this doctrine 87 and accordingly, Sakti is made 
the spouse of Siva. The importance Sakti claims in this school 
may be gauged from the fact that the entire world of name and 
form is attributed to Sakti, which is both conscious and infinite. 88 
Though essentially one, Sakti is viewed as infinite with reference 
to the various objects, and is also said to form the very body of 
Siva. Regarding cosmic creation, Siva is conceived as the efficient 
cause, Maya as the material cause arid Sakti, which is diverse 
as icchd (will), jnana (knowledge), kriya (action) etc., as the 
instrumental cause. In spite of its importance in this doctrine, 
Sakti is prevented from becoming predominant as in Saktism by 
subordinating it always to Siva, the Supreme Being, as an 
instrument in the process of world-evolution. It is also mentioned 
that Sakti is an attribute of Siva, the substrate. 89 Evolution of 
the world is said to take place only when the Lord wills it. 90 

83. Vide MW., p. 5 and IP. II., p. 734. 

84. Vide introduction to &AN., p. 17. 

85. See SS., p. 107. 

86. TVC., p. lxxxii. 

87. SS., p. 107. 

88. Ibid. p. 45. 

89. £S., fn., p. 54. 

90. LDC., p. 351 ff. 
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The Spanda or the Pratyabhijna school of Kashmir 
Saivism represented by authors like Vasugupta and 
r Abhinavagupta, also treats Sakti on similar lines. Here Siva is 

the only ultimate and the highest principle characterised by 
Perfect Selfhood (paripurna-ahanta ) and absolute freedom 
(svdtantrya ). 91 He is of the form of Light (prakasa) and in the 
dynamic aspect as a Creator, He is called vimarsa or spanda 
(meaning, the throbbing or spontaneous vibration of cit or 
caitanya ). 92 This vimarsa is designated as His sakti, and these 
two aspects, viz., vimarsa and Prakasa represent the twin forms 
of the Lord. 93 It may be noted that the ik$apa of the Upani?ads 9i 
becomes the vimars'a of this school. 96 

Malinivijayottaravartika, the source-book of this school, 
says that there is absolutely no distinction between Sakti and 
Siva. 96 In the later period, the element of Bliss ( ananda ) also 
found a place in this concept of Sakti. 97 God, who creates the 
universe by His own wonderful and inherent power {sakti), with 
the help of no extraneous factor like karman or mayd, Himself 
appears as the jivas on one hand and as the objects of their 
enjoyment on the other. 98 The Power of the Lord gets manifested 
iri the form of the universe, and this manifestation, called 
technically dbhdsa or abhasana, is real but not illusory as held 
by the Advaitins. 99 The Sakti of the immutable Siva has five 

' ' "' 7 — —- 

91. &DP., p. 65. 

92. LDC., p. 367 

93. MW., p. 4. 

94. See p. 20. above. 

95. MWV., p. 6. Also cf. Introduction to Tantrasastra by Sir John 
Woodroffe, p. 6. 

96. SDR, p. 63. Cf. the following quoted there : 

“saktisca no saktimato vibhinna, tenaiti no bhedamiyaiiiprthaktvam 
amatrtayaih na ca s'aktirasti, tena svarupam na hi s'aktyayuktam" 

97. Ibid., p. 65. 

98. IP., II. p. 733. 

99. See LDC,, pp. 357-58. Also see the following quoted there, as 
from the Pratyabhijnahrdaya, p.3: “cidevabhagavati, svacchatantrarupa, 
tattadanantajagadatmana sphurati”. Also cf. the statement : 

“ durghatasampadanasamarthah saktivi^e$ah”. 
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important phases — cit, ananda, iccha, jhdna and kriya, which 
evolve the five transcendental tattvas of this school, viz., Siva, 
Sakti, Sadasiva, Isvara and Sadvidya respectively. 100 

✓ * 

The Sakta school, as its very name implies, makes Sakti 

more prominent and powerful than Siva Himself. Apart from 
Sakti, Siva is said have no independent existence at all. 101 The 
philosophical heights to which the Saktas have exalted Sakti in 
this system can well be understood from a statement of the 
Kubjika Tantra (ch. I) that “it is not Brahma, Vi§pu or Siva that 
create, sustain and destroy, but Brahmi, Vaigpavi and RudrapI; 
their husbands are but as dead bodies”. 102 Sakti is only Brahman 
conceived in Its motherly aspect ( ambika ) as the Creatrix and 
Nourisher of the Universe. 103 The Vayavlya Samhita of the 
Sivapurdrpa (Uttara V-15) refers to the motherly aspect of Uma 
or Parvatl by the expressive term, prasavadharmirpi . m The 
relation that subsists between Siva and Sakti is one of identity 
and the one cannot even be conceived to exist without the other, 
just as fire cannot be conceived without the quality of burning. 106 

Sakti, held by the followers of this school as Divine, is 
glorified as Pure Consciousness (caitanya) and Supreme Power 
(Parasakti). 106 Though formless in the absolute sense, Sakti 
assumes many visible forms for facilitating the meditational 
purposes of Her devotees. 107 Sakti, which is three-fold as iccha, 
jhdna and kriya, 108 is not only the creative principle but the 


100. AG., p. 240 ff. 

101. LDC ., p. 437. Also cf. SL., si. 1: “Rivas'saktya yuktali” etc. 

102. Quoted in Introduction to Tantraddstra. fn., p. 10.' Cf. YT., 

I. 16b : “ilivapretasamarudham” etc. 

103. Vide Introduction to Tantrasastra, p. 5. 

104. &DP„ p. 43. 

105. SIL., p. 22, where the following is quoted as. from the 

Lihgapurdiyx : “umasahkarayor bhedo nastyeva paramarthatah”. The 
following is also quoted here as from the commentary on the 
Tattvaprakdsa : “seyam para s'aktih.parames'varadabhinna” 

106. Ibid. p. 9. 

107. Ibid. p. 86. 

108. IP. II. p. 735. 
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destructive principle as well. 109 The Nir uttara Tantra emphasises 
that correct knowledge regarding the Power of Sakti is 
indispensable for one desirous of mok$a. n0 

The Lingayata or the Virasaiva school which adopts the 
philosophy and terminology of Kashmir Saivism to a large extent, 
holds Siva, the Supreme Being, to be of the form of Light 
(prakasa). He possesses vimarsa or self-consciousness. This is 
but His Sakti which is three-fold is iccha, jhdna and kriya. 111 
Through it, He directly perceives the world. 112 He is the Enjoyer 
(bhoktr) and everything else is for His enjoyment ( bhogya ). 113 

The Sakti which inheres in the Lord by the reflex relation 
of identify, 114 is called His dharmacdrini (co-performer of His 
functions), since It acts according to His will. 116 In this supreme 
state, Sakti is identified with suddha-( or pure) maya, with no 
contamination of tamas in it, being conditioned by sattva alone. 116 

Sakti, the Divine Will with its locus fixed in Siva, the 
Absolute Truth, is integrally associated with Him: 117 This 
association, called technically samayaya, gets a special designa- 
j tion, samarasya, in this system. 118 Sakti, though conceived here 

as all-in-all from the cosmological, theological and epistemologi- 
! cal standpoints, is always held subordinate to Siva. 119 The vimarsa- 

sakti of the Lord is variously designated caitanya, spanda, 
mahasatta, para vak, jparananda, etc. 120 This system also came 
j v. to be known as Saktivis i$tadvaita, because of this conception of Siva 

| as characterised and distinguished ( visi$ta ) by His own Sakti. 121 

| 109. SIL., p. 20. 

■ 110. I.P, II. p. 736. Cf. “saktijnanam vina devi nirvanaih naiva 

! jayate”, quoted there, 

j 111. LDC., p. 432. 

i 112. Ibid. 431. 

i 113. Ibid. p. 434 

t 114. Ibid. pp. 430,. 434. On p. 437 is the following quotation, 

{ as form the Siddhantasikhamarii : 

•j “samarasyabhedalaksanatadatmyasambandhena vartamana”. 

1 115. SDP., p. 204. 

f' 116. Ibid. pp. 205-206. 

I 117. VW., p. 9. 

| 118. LDC., p. 436. 

! 119. VW., p. 22. 

i 120. LDC., p. 435. 

! 121. Ibid. p. 437. 
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The Sivddyaita of Srikantha makes Sakti the very essence 
of Sivatattva. Siva the Supreme Lord and Sakti, which is 
identified with Uma, are inseparable from each other 122 and there 
is no difference between them, even as between the moon and her 
rays. 123 Srikapfha exalts Sakti to the greatest heights by holding 
it to form the very source of the qualities, glory and existence 
of Siva. 124 The entire world consisting of sentient and insentient 
entities is due to the transformation of Cit-Sakti , which is same 
as the Brahman which is of the form of bliss. 126 There are no two 
different entities as Siva and Sakti. Siva qualified by Sakti is the 
only reality. 126 

The Pdhcardtrdgamas , too, do not differ much from the 
concepts of Sakti sketched above. They speak of the absolute 
identity of Sakti and the Saktimat, identified with Labjml and 
Vi?pu respectively. 127 The Jaydkhya Samhitd refers to four types 
of Power (sakti) -Lak$mi, Kirti, Jaya and Maya, 128 ever united 
with Vi^iju. Of these four, Lak§mi alone is the most intimately 

122. SIL. pp. 57-58. 

123. See ibid, for a quotation from Sivapurana : “nanayorantaraih 
vidyat candraeandrikayoriva”. 

124. SA.y p. 181. Also see SIL. p. 58 for the following : “svabhavikl 
paramasaktih, parabrahmanassivasya svarupam ca gupasca”. 

125. See Introduction to SAN., p. 17. 

Also see ibid. p. 57 “atra anandamayarupa cicchaktih paramatma 

siva eva, na tato bhidyate”. Cf. ibid. “ .saktefy sivabhedah 

prasadhitah” (p. 58): “.evamsvarupabhinnayaeva cicchakteh”, etc. (p. 

61), and evem ca brahmacicchakteh sakalacetanacetanapra- 
pancakaratvaiii tasya eva brahmasvarupatvam tadiyasakalaguna- 
ganarupatvaih brahmano nirvikaratvamiti arthacatu$tayamacaryair 
abhyupagatam; nirgunam nisprapancamjivabhinnam £uddhadvaitaruparh 
brahmeti tesaih paramasiddhantah” (p. 62). 

126. Cf ibid., translation, p.4. 

127. SIL., p. 108. Cf. Ah. S. IV 78a : “vyapakavatisarhsle^at 
ekam tattvamivoditau”. Also cf ibid. VI.3 : 

‘naiva saktya vina kascit saktimanasti karanam 

na ca saktimata saktir vinaikapyavatisthate , ^ 

128. SIL., p. 98. 

Cf JS. VI. 77a : “laksmlhklrtif jaya maya devyastasyasritah” etc. 
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related to Him, as rays to the sun and waves to the ocean. 129 The 
Hayasir$a Samhitd speaks of the same inseparability of Laksmi 
and Vi^pu, employing the Samkhya terminology of Prakrti and 
Puruqa. 130 The Ahirbudhnya Samhitd also believes in the 
essential identity of Sakti and the possessor thereof. 131 It also 
mentions that Sakti and its possessor can be treated as two 
different entities. 132 The entire world consisting of sentient and 
insentient entities is only the manifestation of the Divine Power. 133 

Lakipal, the prime cause of all cosmic activities, 134 is called 
here the Universal Mother. 136 In Srivai^ava theology, the 
v personality and adjuncts of divine beings are designated as 

vibhuti or glory, classified as those which are eternal (nitya) and 
those intended for sport Qlild ), the former to be seen in the 
Highest Heaven, and the latter, in the manifestations elsewhere. 
Lak^mi is said to have these two glories ( vibhutis ) under Her 
control. 136 


129. SIL., p. 99. Cf JS.., VI-78 : 

“suryasya rasmayo yadvat urmayascarhbudheriva 

sarvais varyaprabhavena kamala srlpatestatha”. 

The analogy of the moon and her beams is also employed to show 
the relation of Lak$mi and Vi?QU . Cf Ah. S, “jyotsneva himadidhiteh' 
(III. 5a) and “.sitara^meriva jyotsna” (LX. 3b). 

130. Vide the following verse from the HS. (op. cit) : 

“sridevi prakjrtih prokta, kesavab puru?assmitah 

na vi^nuna vina devl, na harih padmajam vina” 

131 . Vide Ah. S. (op. cit) : “ya sa saktirjagaddhetuh kathita 
samavayini” and “atmabhuta hi ya saktih parasya brahmano mune”. 

132. SIL., p. 105. Cf. Ah. S. V 29a ; “sakteh ^aktimato bhedad 
vasudeva itiryate”. 

133. Cf Ah. S. III. 6a : "svatantryarupa sa vi^noli prasphuratta 
jaganmayi”. Ibid. LX. 8b : <( suddhasuddhasvarupa sa 
vi^QUsaktirjaganmayl”. 

134. Ibid. XLIX. 32b : “...mahalaksmih_sarvakaranakaranam”; 

also ibid. XXXVI. 56-59. 

135. Ibid. XXXVI . 60b : “.sarvasya jananlrh lakfmim”. 

136. Vide Ah. S. XLIX. 33: u .,...sa hi sarvagatihpara ; tadajnayaiva 
caratascandrasuryau vihayasi”; also sis. 55-57. 
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This Sarhhitd is important since it is here that we meet with 
statements which characterise and distinguish the theological 
conception of the Srivaispavas regarding Lak?mi. She is spoken 
of as dispelling the sins of the devotees and bringing in all-round 
welfare, a conception that forms the basis of the idea of her 
mediation between the devotee and the Deity, technically, called 
puru$akara. 131 The Doctrine of Surrender (prapatti ) to Lakgmi 
is also found here. 138 Goddesses like Uma and Sarasvatl are 
spoken of as the different modes of Lak$mi's glory. 139 The 
inseparable relation of Lakgmi with Vispu is expressed by the 
specific term, taddharmadharmipi . 14 ° The gracious and redemp¬ 
tive aspects of Lakgmi are brought out by interpreting the term 
“Sri” in different ways—as the destroyer of all sin, benefactor 
of the universe, the solace of all devotees and the denizen of the 
Highest Heaven. 141 

The reason why Divine Power is designated Lakgmi is 
stated to be that it manifests itself as the world. 142 The twofold 
division of this Power as kriya (action) and bhuti (becoming) 
corresponds to the instrumental and the material cause of the 
universe. 143 Though these Agamas personify Sakti as Sri or 
Lak$mi and make Her the Lord's Spouse, She also seems to have 
been viewed as an aspect of the Lord and not as a separate 
individual in texts which declare that Sakti is related to the Lord 
as an attribute is to its substance. 144 Thus, in these Agamas, 
Sakti almost usurps the place of the Godhead, being in one aspect 
of itself both the instrumental (kriya) and the material (bhuti) 
causes of the world. 146 It is not difficult to imagine that it is only 

137. Ibid. 58a : “duritaughanivarane” ; also sis. 59, 60. 

138. Cf. ibid, the last lines of slokas 56, 67, and 56, which read 
“prasadam prapanne mayi tvam kuru§va”. 

' 139. Ibid. sis. 62, ff. 

140 .Ibid. LI. 58a : tasyanapayinl saktirdevi taddharmadharmini” 
also see ibid. LX. 3a : “yatra sa s'aktisams'abdya 
visnostaddharmadharmim ”. Also cf. ibid. sis. 59-60, 71a. 

141. Ibid. LI. 61b-62a : “spnati nikhilan do?an s'rlnati ca gunairjagat 
sriyate cakhilairnityaih s'rayate ca param padaiii” 

142. Ibid. III. 9a : “jagattaya laksyamana sa laksmiriti giyate". 

143. IP., II. p. 689. 

144. Cf. Ah. S. IV and Laksmitantra II. 2 ff. See HCD., p. 103 

145. Ibid. 
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to preserve the immutable and transcendental character of the 
Lord that Sri came to be spoken of as a principle eternally 
distinct from the Lord. Dr. Schrader observes: ”In spite of 
frequent assurances as to the real identity of Laksmi and Vi$i}u, 
the two are actually regarded as different. Even in the pralaya, 
they do not completely coalesce, but become only, ‘at it were’, a 
single principle. 146 Still, the dualism is, strictly speaking, a 
makeshift for preserving the transcendent character of Vispu. 
L aks mi alone acts, but everything She does is the mere 
expression of the Lord's wishes”. 147 

The concept of Sakti held by th eVaikhdnasagamas too is 
similar to the concepts traced above. Sri is here said to be the 
very glory of Vi$pu. She is eternal, ever blissful and is of the 
form of Primordial Nature. She is specifically called here Sakti, 
and is said to function according to the will of Lord Vi$qu. 148 

The Vi$pupurdpa describes the entire universe as a visible 
manifestation of the Power (sakti) of the Suprme Brahman. 149 
This Sakti is classified as para (belonging to God), apara (that 
of the creatures) and avidyd (the veiling power) 160 and names like 
Arya and Durga are also applied to it. 161 Here, Sri, with whom 
Sakti is identified, is glorified as the “Supreme Mother-Goddess” 
and “the Great Cosmic Mother”. 162 Her benign nature is 
beautifully depicted by the expressive and specific epithets, 
vedagarbha, devagarbha, yajhagarbha m and the like. In about 34 
verses, She is glorified as the repository of all auspicious 
qualities, the most prominent of which is mercy. It is this quality 

146. Ah. S., IV 78a. 

147. Introduction Ah. S., p. 30. 

148. VK„ patala 86, pp. 493-94: 

“tadvisnorvibhutih, srih, sa ca nitya adyantarahita.visnoh 

sankalpanurupanityanandamayi, mulaprakrtirupa saktih”. 

149. Cf. VP, I. 22-54 : “parasya brahmanas's'aktistathedamakhilam 
jagat”. Also see SIL., p. 73. 

150. VP., VI. 6. 61: “visnusaktih para prokta ksetrajiialdiya tathapara 
avidya karmasamjnanya titlya saktirisyate”. 

151. Cf. IB, V 1. 82. 

152. Cf. ibid. VIII. 15, 28: “jaganmata” and V 2. 7-12 : 
“jagaddhatri”. 

153. See SDP., p. 42. 
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of hers that is said to be the source of all-round universal 
prosperty. Here Sri is viewed not only as the Deity of plenty and 
propserity but as the very embodiment of all branches of 
knowledge, including the knowledge of the Self ( atmavidya ), 
leading to emancipation ( vimuktiphaladayini). She is also said 
to be ever united inseparably with Her Lord and as possessed of 
eternity and omnipresence like Him 164 

The Markari4eya, Purdrpa calls Sarasvati (with whom 
Lakgmi has been identified in the Vi$nupurana) the Sakti of 
Lord Vi?nu and Universal Mother (jagaddhatri , literally the 
supporter of the universe). Lak§ml is also called Ambika which 
again indicates Her motherly character. 166 Sakti, the Power of the 
Lord, is said to create the universe, and when properly 
propitiated, to grant release to true devotees. 166 This Purdna calls 
Maya the Vai?navi Sakti and views it as the cause of both 
bondage and release. 167 

The Bhagavata depicts the Lord (who is identified with 
Kr§ija) as combining in Himself all sorts of Sakti like Vidyd and 
Ai)idya. ms He is also said to create, maintain and destroy the 
world by His own Power, styled here also Maya: This Power is 
elsewhere identified with Lakgmi, His Consort, called Rama. 169 
God is also viewed as both united with and dissociated from His 
Sakti; in the latter case, the creative aspect is dormant and 
imbedded within the Supreme Being Himself. 160 _ 

154. Cf. VP. I. 8-15 : ". ... 

“nityaiva sa jaganmata vignossriranapavinl 
yatha sarvagato vignustathaiveyam dvijottama”. 

155. Vide Mar. Pu. LXXXIV 1 ff. Cf. SDB, p. 42. 

156. Cf. Mar. Pu. op. cit: 

“taya visrjyate vis'vam jagadetaccaracaram 
saiga prasanna varada nmam bhavati muktaye” 

157. Cf. ibid. op. cit 

“sa vidya parama mukteh hetubhuta sanatani 
s a riis a r a b a ] u 11 1 a 1) c; t u s c a saiva sarvesvaresvari ” 

168. See SIL., E 114. 

Cf Bhd. Pu. IV 9. 16 : 

Yasmin viruddhagatayo hyanis'am patanti 
vidyadayo vividhas'aktaya anupiirvya” 

159. Cf. Bha. Pu. op. cit : III. 9, 23 : “esa prapannavarado 

ramayatmas'aktya.” 

160. Cf. ibid. op. cit : IV 12. 6 : “yuktam virahitam saktya 

gunamayyatmamayaya” 
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All the ideas traced above in the earlier literature on Sri, 
find a succinct philosophical statement in the Catussloki of 
Yamuna, which forms the bedrock of all later expositions of the 
concept of Lakgmi. 

Yamuna presents Sri here as the Mistress of the Universe, 
the repository of all glorious attributes of which Mercy is the 
most predominant, the sole source of universal prosperity and the 
inseparable and devoted Consort of the Supreme Lord, Vi§pu. 

Yamuna first explains the two aspets of Sri, that which 
abides by the Lord and shares all the quantities, attributes and 
other paraphernalia associated with Him ( nitya-vibhuti ) and the 
other, Her dynamic aspect, through which She becomes respon¬ 
sible for the evolution of the universe, through the workings of 
mayd or prakrti (lila-vibhuti). All sentient beings, including the 
higher orders of divinity, come under Her endless mainfestations, 
even the highest of them being only subordinate to Her. Being, 
the source of the entire creation, not only is Her glory unbounded 
and beyond description, but She is also the fountain-head of all 
the beauty of creation. 

y 

In the second stanza, Yamuna lays stress on the redemptive 
aspect of Sri as the Universal Mother and refers to Her 
unbounded Mercy and Love in saving the souls who submit 
themselves to Her in utter surrender. 

The next verse describes Sri in Her protective aspect. It 
is as the result of the display of Her benevplent powers that all 
creation flourishes and prospers. Conversely, decay noticed in the 
creation sets in when the influence of Her benevolence is 
absent. 161 Stress is further laid on Her gracious features by 
declaring that the material and spiritual status of humanity is 
solely dependent upon that grace, either directly or indirectly. 

The fourth and the final s'loka says that Lakgmi, though 
functionally distinguishable from the Supreme Being, is philo¬ 
sophically part and parcel of Him. Right from the transcendental 
aspect of the Supreme Lord, down to His manifestation on the 


161. According to Periyavaccan Pillai, the reference here is to what 
happens during the cosmic dissolution or pralaya. 
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mundane earth, there is no aspect of His that is not associated 
with Sri. That is to say, all His different aspects are expressions 
of sublimity, beauty and love. 

The two main schools of Srivai?i>avism, viz., the Vadagalai 
and the Tengalai or the Northern and the Southern Schools, 
represented by Venkatanatha and Pillai Lokaearya respectively 
entertain divergent views regarding the exact nature and position 
of Lak§mi. Thus, the Vadagalais hold Sri to be essentially of the 
same nature as Her Lord, infinite and uncreate, and as 
constituting the godhead together with Him. She can also 
mediate between Him and the devotee becasue of Her close 
association with the former. The Tengalais, on the other hand, 
consider Her as essentially belonging to the category of the 
individual selves (jivas ). Though finite, She has the power to 
assume magnitude, unlike the jivas, and can thus mediate 
between God and man. This is one of the eighteen doctrinal 
differences ( atfddas'abhedas ) existing between the Northern and 
the Southern Schools of Visistadvaita. (For a detailed account 
of these differences, see Appendix II to Two Great Acharyas - 
Vedanta Desika and Manavala Mamuni by Dr. V Varadachari. 
Prof. M. Rangacharya Memorial Trust, Madras, 1983). 

In the course of his commentary on the first verse of the 
Catussloki, Venkatanatha refers to many views regarding the 
exact nature of Lak?mi and refutes them in accordance with his 
own line of thought. 

The prima facie views may be stated as follows : 

1. Some identify Lak§mi with the inert material Nature 
(prakrti ) to be superintended or acted upon by the Lord, who is 
the Designer-architect of the universe. In their view, Lakgmi is 
not a sentient being at all. 

2. Others identify Her with certain qualities of God like 
satta (existence), ahanta (egoity) and vidya (knowledge). In their 
view, Lakgmi does not have a personality of Her own. 

3. A third view is that the Lord, qualified by satta 
(existence) etc., is Himself called Sri or Lakgmi. 

4. Another view is that the Supreme Being, associated with 
an eternal and different body in the form of Sri, is styled Lakgmi . 
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< J 

5. Another school opines that the Lord, of His own accord, 
i takes up occasionally a female form for the sake of enjoyment 

j, and is designated Sri. 162 The adherents of this school corroborate 

j this by referring to th ejaganmohini manifestation 163 of the Lord 

j ( daityamohana-bhumikaparigraha ). 

I 6. Still others maintain that part of the original form of 

.j the Lord Himself, for the sake of enjoyment, become possessed 

j of a different ego, assumes a parmanent female form ahd is 

I termed Sri. Such an opinion accounts for the references to Sri 

j found in some texts as both one with and different from the Lord 

i- on one hand, and as a distinct sentient being on the other. 

I 7. Yet another opinion holds that the aspect of the Brahman 

which is utilised for world-creation, is itself possessed by a 
separate ego and is called Sri. This possession by a different ego 
is said to take place either by its own natue ( svabhdva) or its 
capacity to transform (paripatis'akti ), or due to the presence of 
a delimiting adjunct ( upadhibheda ). 

8. A further view referred to is that the part of the Brahman 
which is delimited by a particular adjunct ( upadhi ), is called Sri 
and is, as such, different from the Lord. 

9. Still others qualify the above view, when they say that 
“transformation into a manifestation” ( avataraparipama ) itself 
acts as an upadhi upon the Brahman and that such a delimited 
Brahman is styled Lak$mi. 

10. Some texts mention that half of the Lord's transcen¬ 
dental body is composed of Lak§mi. Some take this as indicating 
that (a) the Lord and His consort Lakgmi must have only one 
body ( vigrahaikya ), or that (b) their original nature is only one 
but not manifold ( svarupaikya ), or that (c) they are both different 
and non-different from each other. 


162. Cf. p. 15 of Desika's commentary on Catussloki : “svayameva 
bhogarthamparigrhitakadacitkakantavigrahah”. 

163. Of the several manifestations of Lord Visnu, the jaganmohini 
is one in which the Lord appears as the most entrancing female on the 
occasion of the churning of the milky ocean. Requested to arbitrate 
between the Devas and Asuras, the Mohini apportions urnrt.u or nectar 
in favour of the former. 
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11. Another view is that Cosmic Illusion or Maya, which 
is itself unreal, veils the essential nature of the pure and 
unqualified Brahman. When it veils the Brahman united with a 
particular susperimposed form, the Maya is termed Sri. 

All these views may roughly be brought under three 
groups: those that speak of Lak?mi as insentient; those which 
hold Her to be of the form of the qualities (gums) of the Brahman-, 
and‘those which maintain that She is part and parcel of the 
original nautre of the Brahman Himself. Venkatanatha refutes 
all the above views. 

The first and the second views which identify Lak@ml with 
the material Nature (prakrti) and with the qualities like satta and 
ahanta of the Lord are entirely wrong, because the very texts 
from which they derive their inspiration describe Sri as a sentient 
being. In clear and unmistakable terms, the sentient character 
of Sri has been indicated by Yamuna in the verse by the two 
terms, “te" and “tvam”, and also by the address, “ bhagavati”, m 
which, is possible only in the case of Lak$ml being a sentient 
being. As regards terms like satta and ahantS applied to Sri in 
some texts, they should be understood as referring to Her 
internal and close relation with the Lord. The fact that Lak§mi 
is entirely different from the material prakrti, is shown by the 
terms, "te” and “yavanika ”, where prakrti as rnaya is compared 
to a curtain. In some texts, however, we find terms like prakrti 
employed to refer to Sri, but this is no proof of the identity 
between the two. For then, Vasudeva, who is also referred to by 
the term prakrti, will have to be identified with it, which, 
however, is absurd. 

As regards the next three views (nos. 3,4 and 5) which 
maintain that Lak§mi is a part of the Lord Himself under certain 
conditions, but not different from Him, Desika states that they 
stand refuted by the very texts on which they purport to be based, 


164. Cf. Cg. 41 1 : 

“kantaste purugottamah phanipati^s'ayyasanam vahanam 
vedatma vihagesvaro yavanika mdya jaganmohinl 
brahmesadisuravrajassadayitastvaddasadasigapah 

srirityeva ca nama te bhagavati brumah katham tvam vayam” 
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which expressly declare Sri as a being perpetually different from 
Bhagavan. Above all, there is a Vedic text, which in clear and 
unmistakable terms pinpoints the difference of form subsisting 
between the Lord and Lak^ml, His Consort: “hrisca te laksmls'ca 
patnyau”. 166 This fact has been referred to by the author of the 
stuti by the phrase, “kantaste” (‘your beloved Lord’), which clearly 
marks the difference between Lak§mi and Visnu. 

Referring to the next view (no.6) that a part of the 
Brahman Himself, when possessed by a separate ego gets the 
designation “Sri”, Desfika takes serious exception to it as it lacks 
the support of all proofs, which, on the contrary, declare that the 
original nature of the Lord being partless ( svarupato 
niravayavafri), does not admit of any partition in it. 

The next opinion (no. 7) which is more or less similar to 
the preceding one, is also rejected on the ground that the 
Brahmasittra itself maintains that the Brahman does not 
undergo any transformation (paripama ) in His essential nature. 

The succeeding view (no.8), which speaks of a delimiting 
adjunct ( upadhi ) acting upon the Brahman, is also unsound due 
to the following reasons: No adjunct can act upon the Brahman 
since He is impartite. As Yamuna has already explained in his 
Agamapramdnya, 166 the question of a delimiting adjunct comes 
only in the case of a thing that has parts. Even if such a thing 
were admitted, there crop up many inconsistencies. If the 
delimiting adjunct., viz., the body which conditions the Brahman, 
I comes into contact with the part that it conditions, releasing the 

parts already delimited by it, then there is the cessation of the 
; bhokfr (experiencer) so far as the earlier conditioning is 

concerned and there is no continuity to run through the sucessive 
I conditioning. The net result is that one is landed on the 

Buddhistic position of flux. 


165. Taittiriya Aranyaka, III. 13. 2. 

166. “Yadapi viyati parimapamiha nidars'itam, tadapi 
vimarsaniyameva; parimanam hi nama des'avacchedah iyatta parito 
bhavavestanamiti yavat ; na ca nabhasi tadastlti kathamiva tadiha 
nidarsanataya nirdisyate?” (AE p. 4). 
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Passing on to the next view (no. 9), which considers that 
“transformation into an avatdra” is itself an upddhi for the 
Brahman, the commentator repudiates it on the strength of 
authoritative texts which speak of Laksmi as possessing an 
eternal body, etc. This is clearly shown by Yamuna by the phrase 
“kdntaste ”, consisting of the two terms “ kdntatf and “ te " 
(meaning c your Consort’), with two different Case-terminations. 
Citing other texts, Desika asserts that Sri is an eternally and 
entirely separate being from Narayai*a. 

Further, Laksmi is quite distinct from and suprior to all 
other beings, human as well as divine, that are bound by karman. 
This is shown by Yamuna by describing Brahma and other divine 
orders with their consorts as attending upon Sri. 

Regarding the question whether Sri and Visiju have one 
body or not (no. 10), it is answered that the oneness of bodies 
(vigrahaikya) spoken of in some texts can be accounted for, as 
due to the mutual desire and agreement of the Divine Couple 
0 ubhayeccha ). Identity of form ( svarupaikya ), however, cannot 
be postulated, since such a postulation goes against sruti - 
statements that Laksmi and Vi§iju are two different personalities 
but not one in essence. It may be argued that two Beings are not 
necessary, since the same God can Himself perform all cosmic 
functions. But it has already been mentioned that the Vedic text, 
“hrisca te lak$misca patnyau” 167 points out the difference of form 
subsisting between the Lord and His Consort. Ail other texts 
which speak of their oneness will have to be interpreted in 
conformity with this sruti. If, according to the principle of 
economy, it is argued that the Lord and His Consort are identical 
in form, then it may be further asked why on the same principle, 
the Lord and the individual souls could not become identical. This 
results in the unity of souls, which is decidedly opposed to the 
cardinal tenets of the Vis'iqtddvaita philosophy. Unity of souls is 
refuted in the Sribha$ya and such other texts. Even on the view 
that there exists between the Lord and Sri, bheddbheda 
(difference-cum-non-difference), it is clear that they both cannot be 
identical. Even if there be some s/Ti^-texts which speak of the 
unity (aikya) of Laksmi and Narayapa, the term “unity”, will 


167. Taittiriya Aranyaka III. 13. 2. 
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have to be taken in a secondary sense, as in statements like 
“ramasugrivayoraikyam.”, 188 where reference is made to the 
identity between two friends like Rama and Sugriva. 169 

Referring to the next opinion (no. 11) which equates 
Laksmi with maya , Desika rejects it summarily on the ground 
that the school which speaks of an unqualified Brahman and His 
being veiled by maya , etc. (i.e. the Advaita), is not acceptable, 
as has been shown elsewhere. All this has been kept in mind and 
indicated by Yamuna when he states that maya deludes the entire 
world other than the Divine Couple (“yavanika maya 
jaganmohinl”). 170 Continuing, Desika states that a curtain in 
general obstructs normal vision; but maya, compared to a curtain 
in the verse, fails to obstruct Laksmi’s vision because the entire 
activity of maya is under the control of Laksmi Herself. 171 Even 
in the case of the Eternals ( nitya), the Liberated {mukta) and the 
Lord, who are not bound by their past acts {karman), maya fails 
to exert any influence. There are, however, some smr^-passages, 
especially those in co-ordinate predication (samdnddhikaranya), 
which identify Laksmi with other goddesses bound by karman. 
But this does not indicate that even Laksmi‘s vision, like that 
of other goddesses, is obscured by maya . Texts which speak of 
Laksmi as on par with Sarasvatl and other goddesses will have 
to be interpreted as speaking of the manifold gloxy of Sri. 

All such unwarranted opinions are set aside by Yamuna 
when he says that even Brahma and other divine beings, along 
with their spouses, 172 are only subservient to Laksmi. It is 
further pointed out that the view entertained by some that 
Brahma and other gods partake of the essential form of the Lord 
is mistaken. Equally wrong is the conception that the consorts 
of these subordinate gods are parts of the form of Laksmi. 


168. Vide Rdmdyana, V 35.52a : “ramasugrivayoraikyam devyevam 
samajayata” 

169. See p. 16 of the commentary on CS. 

170. C. ibid. : mayayah prastutadampativyatiriktajagan- 
mohanatvoktya”. 

171. Ibid. : “tadadhinasarvavyaparaya mayayah” 

JL72. CS. 1 : “sadayitastvaddasadasiganah” 
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Reference is next made to another school, which, while 
accepting that the Lord and Sri are two different personalities, 
is not in favour of the latter's complete supremacy with reference 
to. the two vibhutis , 173 This school bases itself on some Purapic 
statements that the glory of Lak$mi includes only the female 
principle in the universe. The votaries of the school, therefore, 
contend that Brahma and other male gods cannot be held 
subservient to Labpmi. 

Velikafanatha meets this objection by declaring that all 
beings in the. universe, human or divine, are eternally subservient 
to the Lord and consequently to His Consort Sri also. The point 
may be stretched that Sri, Herself being the servant of the Lord, 
might not be approached and that there is no question of others 
being subservient to Her. For this, the reply is given that the 
Consort is nowhere called the servant of the Lord, either in the 
Vedas or elsewhere. Even granted that the Consort is subservient 
to the Lord, there is nothing wrong in others being subordinate 
to the former. Even among the human beings who are primarily 
subservient to the Lord, one is found subordinate to the other. 
Moreover, the two vibhutis are intended for the enjoyment of the 
Divine Couple; and so, there is nothing wrong in stating that 
Brahma and other gods serve both the Lord and His Spouse 
without any distinction. This has been illustrated on the analogy 
of sacrificial offerings which are intended for two deities at one 
and the same time. This fact that all beings, divine as well as 
human, are subordinate to the Dual Divinity, is further 
corroborated by citing the authority of a text, 174 which interprets 
the three constituent elements of the syllable, Om, viz., V, V 
and ( m’, as standing for the Lord, His Consort Lak$ml and the 
individual selves respectively, the last of whom, viz., the souls, 
stand subordinate to the first and the second. 


173. See p. 27 above for an explanation of the term “vibhuti”. 

174. Ranganathamuni, the commentator on the Snsukta, quotes 
the following, ascribing it to the Kathasruti : p. 59 : “akarenocyate 
visnus sarvalokesvaro harih, uddhrta visnuna laksmlrukarenocyate tatha, 
makarastu tayordasa iti p r a n a v a la k s a n a m ”. However, such a text is not 
found. The first half of the last line is quoted by Des'ika. 
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The question would naturally arise whether the position 
of Lakgmi extends to the other consorts of Vi.?nu like Bhumi and 
Nila, spoken of in some texts. Desika says that we are not 
concerned with it since all the female principle in the world is 
included in the personality of Lak$mi and all that is male in that 
of Vi§iju. 

Concluding his commentary on the first verse, Desika 
observes that some people confused by the adherents of various 
schools of thought, come to the drastic conclusion that the real 
nature of Lak$mi is beyond all possible explanation. But the 
present elucidation of Lakgmi's nature sets aside all such 
opinions. Still there are others who maintain that Lak^mi's 
nature is indefinable either as existent (sat) or non-existent ( asat ). 
To them, Degika replies that the very school which employs such 
terminology and tenaciously harbours such views, namely the 
Advaita, has already been refuted in other works ofVisi$tadvaita. 

In the second verse 176 Yamuna praises Lak§mi who 
combines in Herself the qualities of unlimited greatness and easy 
accessibility (mahattvasahgatasaulabhyagunayoga). m The glory 
of Lak§ml is said to be so vast as not to be adequately 
comprehended even by Her Omniscient Consort, Himself of 
unlimited glory. The commentator argues that the inability on 
the part of the Omniscient Lord to assess Lak$mi's greatness does 
not undermine His Omniscience. The two terms ‘ dasa’ and 
‘prapanna ’, are also employed by the author so as to stress the 
importance of the two closely connected acts of servitude and 
surrender in lessening the fear of a man while approaching 
Lak§mi. 

The question now arises as to whether one's surrender to 
Sri does not contradict or reduce the value of one's surrender 
to Vi§i>u. Desika replies in the negative and refers his readers 

175. Cf. CS' s 1. 2 : " ~~ 

“yasyaste mahimanamatmana ivaitvadvallabhopi prabhur 
nalammatumiyattaya niravadhim nityanukulam svatah 

tam tvam dasa iti parapanna iti ca stosyarnyaham nirbhayo 
lokaikesvari lokanathadayite dante dayam te vidan” 

176. See p. 17 of the commentary on the above. 
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to the introductory part of his own commentary on the 
Sarandgati Gadya of Ramanuja, 177 where he had examined the 
issue. 

The prima facie view is that surrender to Lak^mi is not 
necessary because the Lord Himself, if properly resorted to, 
bestows upon the devotee all that could be attained by 
surrendering to Lak$mi. In answer to this, it is said that at the 
outset one does r^ot know that surrender to the Lord is possible 
at all. If, however, one is aware of its possibility, then one would 
utilise it directly for one's one mok§a> without aspiring for the 
intermediary Lak$mi-prapatti. If, on the other hand, one does not 
know that prapatti is accomplishable, then no question of one's 
resorting to it as a means would arise. 

Another argument advanced is that the difficulty regarding 
prapatti lies only in knowing the meaning of the texts enjoining 
it and that once the meaning of those texts is ascertained, then 
it becomes easy for anybody to apply it for attaining mok$a. 
Verikafcanatha answers that though prapatti is easy to perform, 
as it does not involve any difficult ancillaries, even if there is the 
slightest deviation on one's part like lack of conviction in the 
saviourship of God ( mahdvisvasa ), that itself is enough to render 
prapatti an impossible task. It is because of this that texts speak 
of the means of release, viz., prapatti, as both easy and difficult. 
When a man surrenders to God, he should constantly and 
continuously have a sincere desire to attain Him, a strong and 
positive conviction that He and He alone is the saviour, coupled 
with the negative decision that there is no saviour other than He. 
It is for the attainment of such a steadfast and uninterruptedly 
devoted attitude of mind that Lak^mi is first resorted to. So, 
surrender to Lak^mi is to be understood as the first phase of the 
surrender to Vi$iju, and there is thus no mutual conflict between 
these two prapattis . 

A further point which Yamuna brings out in this verse is 
that though the Lord is all-causal and all-powerful, yet He is not 
inclined to do anything against the wishes of His Consort 
Lak^mi, which means that She is the active or dynamic aspect 
of the Supreme. The necessity of resorting to the intermediary 

177. Vide Deslka's commentary on SG . p. 98. 
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principle of Lak^mi is shown by Yamuna on the ground that She 
possesses qualities of compassion and easy accessibility, which 
are required to induce prapatti. 178 In this verse, the glory of 
Lak?mi, in its vastness, is also said to be on par with that of 
Vi$i*u. 179 

Desika, in this connection, objects to the interpretation 
offered by some to the cosmogonic hymn of the Rgveda , 
“ndsadasit.” , 180 that the term ‘ svadha ’ which occurs in it, refers 
to Lak^mf, it being one of Her names mentioned in the 
Mahdbharata and such other texts. They argue that the whole 
passage declares that the Brahman actually breathes or is 
sustained by Lak$nri. 181 This is quite illogical, says Desika, 
because the Brahman , who has so far been described as the source 
of the entire world-existence, cannot now be stated to depend 
upon somebody else for His own breathing. Therefore, the term 
‘svadha y of the rk is to be explained etymologically either as “the 
Brahman's own existence” ( sva-dha=svasattd ), or as “His 
capacity or power to sustain the universe Himself”, (svakiyam 
vi^vadharaijasamarthyam). 182 This explanation has the support 
of the Sribhasya too, says Desika. Even granting that the term 
‘svadha 9 means Lak$mi, the passage quoted above should only 
be taken as presenting the picture of the Supreme Being, Viisnu, 
in close association with His Consort, 183 or as emphasising the 
love He has for Her. 184 That is to say, the above passage depicts 
the Supreme Being predominantly in His dynamic aspect. 


178. “dante dayarii te vidan” ( CS . 2) 

179. Ibid : “yasyaste mahimanam atmana iva tvadvallabhopi....” 
etc. 

180. Rgveda X. 11. 129 : “nasadaslnno sadaslt...anidavatam 
svadhaya tadekam” 

181. See p. 18, commentary on CS. : “tadadhinaprananatvarh 
brahmana iti” 

182. Commentary, p. 18. 

183. Ibid. : “sahayogavivaksa” . ■ 

184. Ibid. : “premaparatantrye l^pa^anf 
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Quoting other texts which speak of the Lord's greatness 
being only due to His association with Lakgmi, Desika states 
that they should also’ be explained in such a way that the 
supremacy of the Lord is unimpaired. 186 

The comparison made between Lalc§mi and Vi^pu in terms 
of unlimited glory noted earlier, 186 gives rise to another school 
which speaks of their total similarity ( atyantasamya ). But this 
"similarity” will have to be interpreted with due regard to the 
wife-husband-relation accepted in general. If such a distinction 
in terms of husband” and “wife” were not shown between the 
Lord and Lakgmi, then the texts which speak of approaching the 
Lord (abhigamana ) 187 through Lakgmi's mediation would ceas.e to 
have any practical significance. 


The commentator then makes an important observation 
regarding the function of Laksmi in the scheme of release. Even 
though the Lord is the dispenser of rewards to a devotee, Lak?mi 
has Her own role to play, which is twofold : She shields the jivas 
from the Lord's wrath when He frowns at their folly, and when 
He is in a good disposition, She promptly intensifies His love and 
mercy for them. 188 Those who hold Vi?pu and Lak§ml as totally 
similar to each other, will find it extremely difficult to explain 
as to how these two can form a couple at all, because some sort 
of difference is necessary to make the “wife-husband” relation 
feasible. 


In the next verse 189 Yamuna, according to Desika, dwells 
on Laic?mi's being the goal of all human endeavour. The author 

185. Ibid. p. 19. ~~ " ’ 

186. CS. 2 : “yasyaste mahimanamatmana iva” etc. 

187. The remaining four observances are : upddana, ijyd, 
svadhyaya and yoga. 

Cf PS. Caryapada, ch. XIII. si. 3 : 

adyarh karmabhigamanamupadanamatah param 
ijya ca pascat svadhyayastato yogastatah param. 

188. Cf p. 16, commentary on CS. 2 : 


Y—6 


189. CS. 2 


asti karmarhaphalade patyau krtyadvayam sriyah 
nigrahad varanam kale sandhuk^anamanugrahe. 

: isattvatkamnaniiiksaiiasudhasandhuksanad raksyate 
na^am puk tadakbhalah tribhuvanam saiipiulyaiwitjodayam 
sreyo nahyaravindalocanamanahkantaprasadadrte 
sarmtyaksaiuvaisnavadhvasu nmam saihbliavyate karhicit”. 


43 YAMUNA'S CONTRIBUTION TO VISISTADVAITA 

here uses the term, ‘ manahkdnta 9 as an epithet of Laksmi, which 
indicates that there is identity of thought and action between the 
two in bestowing upon their devotees all that they desire. 1 In 
the first verse, Visnu had been described as Lak^mi's Consort 
(kdntaste puru$ottamah ) and here Lak§mi is described as Vi$iiu s 
Consort (aravindalocana-manahkanta). These two statements 
when read together, indicate that as regards all actions, there is 
complete unison and agreement between the two, 191 which means 
that the harmonious blending of the two aspects of the Supreme 
Being ensures the good of creation. 

This sloka further suggests that the status of the higher 
order of beings like Indra and Brahma is also the result of 
LaksmTs grace. Desika argues that since Laksmi, who is at the 
root of the prosperity of other gods is Herself dependent upon 
Visiju for Her own glory, the overwhelming supremacy of Vi$iju 
becomes self-evident. 192 It is further understood from the verse 
that the grace of Laksmi is at the root of the material as well 
as the spiritual advancement of all beings, including the 
attainment of mok?a. The material prosperity attained by men 
after worshipping Indra and such other deities should therefore 
be understood as due mainly to Her grace and those gods merely 
stand as mediators, 193 The word “ karhicit” (‘ever’) in the verse 
also points out that the mercy (prasada ) of Lak$mi does not wear 
away by the passage of time like that of Indra and other divine beings, 

A critic now puts a pertinent question as to how Lak$mi 
could be spoken of as bestowing mok$a because it is^an 
established fact that the Lord alone is the bestower of it. The 
statement of this verse that “without the grace of Laksmi, men 
cannot attain mok$a'\ he argues, should therefore be taken as 
a mere eulogy (pradamsdmdtrapararti) m . Quoting from the 

190. See p. 20 of the commentary on the above; “sarvapek§itadane 

tayossamarthyarif. . „ 

191. Ibid, “parasparanukulataya sarvatra vyapare samarasyam . 

192. Ibid. p. 21 : “brahmadlnam yadayattarh vaibhavam yasya 

sa svayam 

tasya kaimutyanirdharyamisvaratvam 

sriyahpateh” 

193. Ibid. 

194. Ibid. 
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Sdttvata Samhita, the Vit^nn and the Brahma Pur anas, Desika 
answers that Lakgml sets they ivas free from the grip of the three 
qualities, sattva, rajas and tamas , which are responsible for 
transmigration. She bestows upon them the qualities of the self 
like devotion and detachment, which help one to attain mukti and 
therefore Her importance cannot be underestimated in the scheme 
of mok$a. She acts as the mediator between the Lord the 
benefactor and the devotee, the beneficiary, 196 a fact admitted by 
all. Opinion may, however, differ among thinkers, as to whether 
the determination to confer mok$a in the form of complete 
realisation of the Godhead (paripurridnubhava- 
praddnasahkalpa) 196 upon the devotee belongs originally to the 
Lord alone, or both to Him and His Consort. But on either 
ground, there could be no doubt regarding the vital position of 
Laksml in the scheme of release. 

In the fourth and final verse 197 Yamuna says that Lak?mi 
is always closely associated with Her Lord in all varieties of His 
manifestations and that She too is the goal of all human beings, 
like Him. This verse thus presents Lakgmi in Her redemptive 
aspect as Universal Mother. This close union of Sri with the 
Lord enables the erring humanity to approach Him without any 
fear. Des'ika here observes that attainment of the Lord tastes all 
the more sweet when Laksml is united with Him, like milk to 
which sugar has been added. 198 

There are three types of texts : those which speak of 
Laksmi as all-pervasive like Vispu Himself; those which hold Her 


195. Ibid : moksaprade bhagavati mumuksupam ghatakatayaji-sa 
tisthatlti sarvasammatam”. 

196. Ibid. 

197. CS. 4 : santanantamahavibhuti paramam yadbrahma 

rupam hareh 

murtam brahma tato'pi tat priyataram rupam 

yadatyadbhutam 

yanyanyani yathasukham viharato rupani sarvani 

tan- 

yIhussvairanuriiparupavibhavair gadhopagudhani 

te” 

198. See p. 22 of the commentary on the above : 
“sarkaranvitadugdliatiyaya” 
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f as dwelling only in some auspicious things 

§1 (prasastapadarthamatravasitvarn), and those which attribute 

I subtlety (suk$matua) to Her form. Desika who believes in the 

I essential pervasiveness of Laksmi, tries to reconcile the second 

1 and the third types of texts with his own line of approach. 

I Statements that Sri dwells in auspicious things alone, can be 

| explained as speaking of Her special attachment ( abhimanavise$a) 

towards those objects. The next problem is to account for the 
I texts which mention Sri as monadic in form. As we have already 

I noted, it is a disputed point whether Sri is subtle or all-pervasive 

f in form. 199 

r u ‘ 

j Desika who represents the Vadagalai school, criticises the 

I Terigalai school which holds Laksml to be finite in form. The 

I latter school maintains that though finite, Laksmi possesses the 

1 power of expansion ( vikasakasakti ) by virtue of which 

She might, in a sense, be described as “vibhu” or expansive. The 
argument, according to Desika, is decidedly unorthodox. 200 The 
Southern school, while maintaining that the Lord is infinite, also 
holds that He could become finite by virtue of His wonderful 
power to accomplish even the most difficult things 
(aghatitaghatanasamarthyam). 201 The followers of this school, 
likewise, argue that Laksmi too possesses similar powers and 
1 that She too could become infinite, though She might originally 

I be a jiva. Des'ika objects to this view by saying that the Lord 

becomes finite only when He ensouls a body and the finiteness 
is thus not natural with Him. But in the case of Laksmi, no such 
reason can be attributed to Her becoming infinite. Moreover, if 
each and everything is said to possess such powers, there would 
be no end to it, and even the Sarvadvaita and the Bhedabheda 
systems of philosophy could be justified, just on the same 
consideration. Some people attribute this power of expansion to 
the very nature of Laksmi. This is dismissed by saying that such 
a power of manifoldness should also extend to individual selves 
(jivas) and that there is no reason as to why such a power should 
rest only with Sri. 


199. See p. 32 above. 

200. The Tengalai school, however, claims that it represents the 
pure orthodox tradition from Ramanuja through Kures'vara, Nanjlyar, 
Nambillai and others. 

201. See p. 22 of the commentary. 
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' At this stage, a new objection against the statement of 
LakgmI's being ever associated with Her Lord is taken up for 
consideration. This statement, according to the objector, is of a 
general character, and as such, cannot serve any specific purpose 
like stuti. It would have been a piece of stuti to say that Sri always 
dwells upon the body of the Lord as a special distinction conferred 
by the Lord Himself upon Her, as He is mythologically known 
to have conferred such distinctions upon His devotees like Se?a 
and Garuda, by allowing them to serve Him in particular 
capacities. Thus, in the case of Lakgmx too, God should be 
assumed to have given her the privilege of dwelling upon His 
body. This criticism from the Tengalai standpoint is that Sri is 
also one of the general attendants on the Lord, and that, as such, 
She cannot be ‘vibhu’ like the Lord. 

The objector further examines the possibilities of interpret¬ 
ing the term “anuriipa” 202 occuring in this verse and concludes 
that on no gound can Lak$ml be said to compare with Her Lord. 
Lak$ml being finite, She cannot be said to compare with the Lord 
by virtue of Her being an aspect of His glory, for this is common 
even to the other sentient and insentient entities of the universe. 
It cannot also be said that the nature of Lak§ml corresponds with 
that of the Lord by reason of Her possessing beginningless 
omniscience like Him, because this characteristic is found even 
among other Eternal Beings, who are dependent upon the Lord. 
Thirdly, it cannot be said that the nature of Lakgml corresponds 
to that of Her Lord on the ground that She is all-pervasive like 
Him, for then, She cannot be included under any one of the two 
possible categories, viz., the jiva and the Lord (Is'vara): if She 
is a jiva, She must then be finite, and if She is the sovereign, 
She must needs be separate from the Lord, because the scriptures 
assert that the Lord is “ advitiya ” 203 (“one without a second”) i.e, 
that there is none either equal or superior to Him. If She were 
a separate and independent sovereign like the Lord, both of them 
being perfectly equal in all respects, they could not form a couple. 


202. “ahussvairanuruparupavibhavaih” 

203. Vide Chandogya Upani$ad : VI-2-1 : “sadeva somya 
idamagra aslt ekameva advitiyam brahma”. 
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The objector points out that because of this difficulty, texts which 
speak of LaksmI as pervasive should be interpreted as referring 
merely to Her association with the innumerable manifestations 
0 vigraha ) of the Lord on earth. He concludes that because of these 
considerations, the statement that “LaksmI compares with the 
Lord” of this verse, does not carry any special significance. 204 

Desika replies that the statement of LaksmI's similarity 
with the Lord is itself specific in character, bringing out the 
speciality of the Goddess. A stuti or eulogy can be made even bj T 
attributes of a general nature, provided they have a special 
significance and something to distinguish. Thus, for instance, 
Vispu can be said to be praised by the Eternals and the Liberated 
alike, even though omniscience and such other attributes are 
common for them. 

Dealing with all these divergent views about Sri, Desika 
formulates three conceptions of LaksmI as held by some thinkers. 
These are briefly given below. 

The first conception of Sri is that held by the adherents 
of the Tengalai school that LaksmI is anu and dependent upon 
the Lord, but by virtue of Her expansive power, differs from the 
jivas. In answer to the question as to how LaksmI differs from 
the Eternal Beings ( nitya) who are also jivas, they say that the 
form as wbfl as the attributes of the Eternals are both limited 
in extent, whereas in the case of LaksmI, though Her essential 
form is unexcelled ( niratis'aya ), Her attributes are but limited in 
character ( sdtis'aya ), She being dependent upon the Supreme 
Being. So LaksmI, though a. jiva, can correspond with the Her 
Consort, through the all-pervasiveness of her original nature 
( svarupavibhutva ). 

The second conception of Sri set forth by Desika as held 
by some, is that She is a category different from the three well- 
known ones : Cit, Acit and Is'vara. It cannot be contended that 
because there is no express statement of Sri being a further 
fourth category, She is to be brought under one of the-three. Being 

204. Briefly, the Tengalais deny vibhutva to LaksmI, arguing that 
the s'rutis attribute it exclusively to the Lord and that there is no 
logical necessity either, for positing it in regard to LaksmI. 
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cetana, She is different from acit ; being vibhu, different from the 
jiva ; and being dependent, different from Is vara. 205 There is 
however, no contradiction in such a conception, and this view 
will adopt the poetic analogy of the gem and its lustre and that 
of the flower and its fragrance, etc. ( ratnaprabhanydya , 
pu$paparimalanyaya) to show the intimacy between the Lord 
and Lak?mi and the way in which although She is dependent on 
the Lord, His glory depends upon Her. 

The third view is that Sri belongs to the category of I^vara 
because of the express declaration that She is the Mistress of the 
Lord's two vibhutis : the nitya and the Ilia. The difference between 
Her and the Lord, on this view, is this : all beings including 
Lak§ml are subservient to the Lord, whereas all beings other 
than the Lord are subservient to Lak§mi , 206 As regards the 
correspondence of natures between the Lord and Lak§mi, the 
characterisation of the Brahman as the sole cause of the creation, 
maintenance and dissolution of the universe is said to be found 
only with the Lord but not Lak$mi. That is why it is said that 
He is the Supreme Sovereign and that there is none either equal 
or superior to Him. 207 

Des'ika observes that these three views do not differ much 
from one another and that disagreement arises when the actual 
name 'jiva’ is applied Lak$mi. He further explains that in all 
these views, there is agreement on the point that Sri is dependent 
upon the will of Vi?iju for Her own glory. Since the Vedic texts 
declare that there is none superior to the Lord, 208 Des'ika 
remarks that all these views regarding Lak§mi become justified 
only by establishing the over-all supremacy of Vi§pu. So even on 
the view that Lak$mi is a jiva, She can still be said to become 
the goal of all human desire and endeavour. The correspondence 

205. Cf. p. 23 of the commentary : “cetanatvat acidanyatvam ; 
vibhutvajjlvanyatvam ; paratani.ryadlsvaranyatvam ca”. 

206. Ibid. p. 23 : “sarvaseyitvadikaih bhagavatah ; asyastu 
taditarasarvas'esitvadikamiti”. 

207. Ibid : “sarves'varatvam samadhikadaridratvarii ca”. 

208. Taittiriya Aranyaka X. 1. 2 : “na tasyese kascana”. 
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in form does not contradict the diversity of functions. 209 Some 
maintain that the Supreme Being is engaged in various world- 
activites purely for the pleasure of His Consort and that, as such, 
there could be nothing wrong in stating that Lak§mi is closely 
associated with Him. Texts with speak of the Lord as more 
important than Sri are to be understood as reflecting the common 
opinion that the female principle is ever subordinate and next in 
importance to the male. 

Before concluding, Des'ika makes a very cryptic reference to 
the view held by Ranganathamuni in his commentary upon the 
Srisukta. The view of Ranganatha referred to by Des'ika, which, 
along with the three views of ^ri mentioned above, becomes the 
fourth, is that attribution of qualities like Lordship 
(sarvabhutesvaratva) to both the Lord and Lak^mi does not come 
into the sphere of contradiction at all, because these qualities can 
exist in them by their mutual consent, 210 Desika gives expression 
to a further fifth view on Sri, which, on the authority of 
Narayapamuni, the author of the Puru$akdramlmamsa, as we 
shall presently see, is what actually Desika himself subscribes 
to. 211 Sri is as pervasive as the Lord. She yet becomes subordinate 
to Him. This subordination is voluntary but not obligatory, be¬ 
cause it takes place by the free will, either of 6ri, or of Her Con¬ 
sort. 

In conclusion, Desika says that Lak?mi in this hymn of 
Yamuna has been shown as corresponding to the Lord in terms 
of Lordship ( svdmitva ), easy accessibility ( saulabhya ), 
bestowership of mok?a (phaladatva) and Herself being the goal 
of all human endeavour (phalatva ). 212 

❖ * * 

209. Commentary p, 24: “akarasamye'pi kvacid vyaparo bhidyate”. 

210. See p. 24 of the commentary : “atra sarvabhutesvaratvadi- 
vacanasamyat asya gunabhava ubhayecchaprayukta iti kecidahub”, etc. 
Cf. Ranganatha's commentary on the Srisukta, p. 48 : “evaih 
sarvabhiites varatva”, etc. 

211. We shall presently examine the Puru$akdramimamsd. 

212. The anurupya or correspondence thus expounded is not 
acceptable to the Tengali school save in respect of saulabhya. 
Periyavaccanpillai in his commentary refers to anurupya only in the 
vigrahas or forms of Lakshi during the incarnations of the Lord. 
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The influence of the Catus's'loki was so pronounced upon 
the later writers that following it as a model, there arose more 
detailed statements in the form of stotras about the personality 
and position of Lak$mi, the chief among them being the passage 
at the beginning of the Sarapagatigadya referring to Sri, of 
Ramanuja, the Sristava of Srivatsahkamisra, referred to in 
Tamil as “Kurattazhvan”, the Srlguparatnakosa of 
Parasarabhatta, his son, and the Sristuti of Venkatanatha. 

Ramanuja describes Sri as the Mother of the Universe and 
as ever abiding by the Supreme Being, Narayapa. 213 The 
greatness of Sri is unbounded like that of the Lord. 214 Ramanuja 
here stresses the importance of surrender to Lak^nii (prapatti ), 
which may be taken as the first specific statement of a 
Srivai?nava teacher regarding prapatti to Sri, forming the basis 
of more detailed statements on the point by later writers. 216 

Srivatsaiika, his disciple, in a eulogium of eleven verses, 
describes Sri as stimulating and guiding the Supreme Being, 
Vi§iju in His creative and other activities regarding the 
universe. 218 She is the Universal Mother, full of affection for the 
beings, 217 and it is Her grace that forms the source of all-round 
prosperity for those beings. 218 Her glory is again conceived to be 
incomprehensible even by the Omniscient Lord. 219 The faculty of 
learning is but the result of Her favour. 220 She is also said to bring 
about activity and beauty to the- creation by Her mere will. 221 

213. $G : “akhilajaganmatararii, asmanmataram” 

214. Ibid : 

“bhagvannarayanabhimatanurupa....anavadhikatisayasaiikhyeya....” etc. 

Cf. VS, p. 158 : “_ aisvaryaSiladyanavadhikamahimamahi?! ” 

etc. 

215. SG : “asmanmataram as'araqyasaraqyamananyasaranah 
s'aranamaham prapadye” 

216. Sristava : si. 1 : “yasya vlk§ya mukharii tadingitaparadhlno 
vidhatte’ “khilarh”. 

217. Ibid, si. 2 : “samastalokajananim” 

218. Vide Sristava, sis. 6 and 7. 

219. Ibid : s'l. 8. Cf. also CS. 2 ; “yasyaste mahimanam.” 

220. Sristava, si. 9. 

221. Ibid, s'l. 10. 
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The Srigunaratnakosa, a work in sixty-one verses by 
Parasarabhatta, Srivatsarika's son is, as the very title indicates, 
devoted to an elaborate and detailed exposition of the nature and 
qualities of Sri. 

The author explains the glory of Lak§mi at length, called 
the Mother of the Universe. 222 Here again, as in the previous 
work, 223 the Supreme Person Vi$pu is said to derive His impetus 
in creating the world, etc., from His Consort, Lak§mi. 224 The 
grace of Lak?mi yields all-sided properity for the creation. 226 In 
fact, the entire cosmic activity of the Lord in the form of creation, 
sustenance and dissolution, is Her own display. 228 By reason of 
Her intimate association with the Lord, 227 the author delcares 
that without Her, the Lord could not attain his own glory. 228 The 
concept of Motherhood which applies to the dynamic aspect of 
the Supreme Person, brings out all the other ideas flowing from 
it, the chief among them being benevolence, forgiveness, 
compassion (grace) and magnanimity. 229 Mediation of the Mother 
Sri is necessary for the devotees, of whom the Father, Vi§pu, is 
a stern judge. This idea has been effectively brought out in a 
verse, where Sri is depicted as pleading with the Lord for His 
mercy on behalf of humanity, on the grond that there is none in 
the creation free from faults. 230 The author ultimately emphasises 
the importance of sarapagati or utter surrender to Sri, 231 and 
calls Her in that spirit of resignation, the Mother, Father and 
all-in-all of all the beings. 232 

222. Vide Sriguparatnakoga, SI. 14: “asmajjanatii”; SI. 28 : 
“matah”; Sis. 51-52: “janani”, etc. 

223. Ibid, SI. 1. 

224. See note 216 above. 

225. Cf. Srigumratnakos'a, Sis. 15 to 18. 

226. Ib. Sis. 19,20,54 

227. Ib. Sis. 55 

228. Ib. Sis. 9,28,29,31 

229. Ib. Sis. 50-53; 57-58 

230. Ibid, SI. 52, which is worth quoting in full : 

“piteva tvatpreyan janani paripurnagasi jane 

hitasrotovrttya bhavati ca kadacit kalusadhih 

kimetat? nirdo?ah ka iha jagatlti tvamucitaih 

upayair vismarya svajanayasi mata tadasi nah” 

231. Ibid. : SI. 60. 

232. Ibid : s'l. 61 : “tvamamba. pita sarvam ca tvam” etc. 
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Vedanta Desika, following his predecessors, devotes his I 

Sristuti of twenty-five stanzas, to a further delineation of the a 

personality and position of Lab?mi. She as the World-Mother, is 
full of various auspicious attributes like vdtsalya 233 and daya 234 — 
motherly concern or affection for the beings and compassion. Her 3 

nature is as ^supreme and inscrutable as that of the Lord i 

Himself. 236 Creation, etc. of the universe are for the pleasure of i 

both Sri and Her Consort, Vispu. 236 

With the above corpus of ideas come in doctrinal statements 
to the effect that the Supreme Godhead is constituted of both Vi§pu 
and Lak§mi. 237 Sri is ever associated with Him, 238 and Her favour 
is the source of prosperity for the beings in this world as well as 
in the hereafter. 239 The concept of Sri as associated with Vi§pu 
attains its fullness, when Desika finds in those deities the Mother j 

as well as the Father of the entire creation. 240 

We have already noticed that Desika refers to some of the j 

views by Ranganathamuni regarding Lak§ml 241 . Rariganatha's 1 

commentary on the Srisukta offers an authoritative exposition S 

of the. concept of Sri according to the Visisfadvaitic school of 
thought. . I 

Quoting extensively from Vedic hymns like those on 1 

sraddha and medha, Rariganatha stresses that like Her Consort \ 

Narayana, Sri too is the Creator of the universe, the repository j 


233. Vide Sristuti of Desika : si. 21. 

234. Ibid : SI. 28. 

235. Ibid : sis. 5*and 6. 

236. Ibid : SI. 7. 

237. Ibid : SI. 5. Also cf. ibid : SI. 9 : “bhavarudhau bhagavatiyuvam 
daripatl daivatarii nah”. Also cf. the opening verse of Rahasyatrayasdra: 
“vrnimahe ca tatradyau datqpatl jagatam pati”. 

238. Cf. Sristuti of Des'ika : SI. IQ, 

239. Ibid. Sis. 14 to 22 and 24. 

240. Ibid:s 1. 23: “mata devi tvamasi, bhagavan vasudevahpita me”. 

241. See pp. xxxiv, xxxviii and xxxix of the Srisukta, with the 
commentary of Ranganathamuni, edited with Introduction and Trans¬ 
lation by A. Srinivasa Raghavan of Pudukkottai. There has been 
however some controversy as to whether the author of the commentary 
was Nanjiyar or Narayanamuni or some later writer. 


53 YAMUNA'S CONTRIBUTION TO VISISTADVAITA 

of all virtues and the source of the material and spiritual well¬ 
being of the creation. Commenting on the ninth fk of the 
Srisukta, where Sri is called the sovereign of the entire 
creation, 242 the author enters into a detailed discussion on the 
concept of Sri, refuting the views held by other schools. He 
concludes that terms like sraddha 243 and vi$wpatni 244 including 
the term “Sri” found in the s'ruti-texts unmistakably refer to 
Laks?mi. 246 The Lord and His Spouse are both engaged in saving 
the souls and their activity is likened to a sacrifice. 246 Both are 
equally essential for the welfare of the creation. Elaborate 
quotations in support of this statement are made from the 
Ahirbudhnya Sarhhita and the Lak$mi Tantra. It is concluded 
that T.gksmi is on par with the Lord in all aspects and that they 
both together are the Masters and Saviours of the world. 

Some of the discussions are on questions like Sri's 
independent and supreme character. It is asked whether Her 
having attributes like independence and supremacy in common 
with the Lord is not. contradicted by s'rutis which hold that the 
Brahman is without a second ( advitiya ). Rariganatha replies in 
the negative. Contradiction arises only when two separate 
Masters are posited for this world, who entertain dissimilar views 
and vie with each other for supremacy. Since here Sri and Vi$pu 
are said to form a couple, no such contradiction arises. Some 
texts speak of the Lord as the sole sovereign of the world and 
some others, that Lak§mi is the sovereign. Since both these texts 
are quite valid, they should be reconciled by declaring that the 
universe has but a single sovereign in the form of the couple of 
Lak?mx -Narayapa, which is of the same mind and intention. 

Rariganatha who holds Lak?mi co-eval with the Lord, 
asserts that the two have complete identity even regarding 
creation and such other cosmic activities. The power of Lak?mi 
extends only to the jivas, but not to. the Lord. Likewise, the 
power of the Lord extends only to the beings other than Sri. So, 


242. Cf. Srisukta, rk- 9 : “Isvarlm sarvabhutanaiii’. 

243. Yajur. Asia: II prasna: 8 anu: 64-66: “gradhayagnissamidhyate”. 

244. Yajus. Samhita : IV-4-12. 

245. Commentary on the Srisukta, p. 45. 

246. Ibid : p. 59. 
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the glories of both of them are not impaired, though they are, 
for this reason, inscrutable. Sloka 2 of Yamuna's Catussloki and 
sloka 12 of the Stotraratna are cited as authorities in this 
connection. 247 Though Laksini and Vi^nu Eire both independent 
of each other regarding their status, one is still subordinate to 
the other, and this is only voluntary but not obligatory. 248 

The text of the Taittiriya “na tasyese kascana , 249 is 
explained in conformity with the concept of Sri sketched above. 
Some explain this to mean that as the Lord has none superior 
to Him, Lak$ml should only be subordinate to Him. Rariganatha 
rejects this interpretation and states that the text in question 
negates the possibility of any person being equal or superior to 
the Lord for the very reason that he is endowed with such a 
Consort as Lak$mi. 260 

Reference is then made to a passage attributed to the 
Kafhasruti 261 to explain the relation of the jivas being subservient 
to Sri and Vi§ij.u, the Masters of the universe. 262 

All the corpus of ideas about Lak§mi expressed so far in 
the earlier works of the acdryas became a literature by itself, and 
there appeared separate treatises on the concept of Lak§mi, like 
the one we notice now, viz., the Puru$akdramimdmsd. 2BS As the 
very name implies, this work discusses and determines the 

247. Ibid : p. 47 (Cf. CS. 2 : “yasyaste”, and SR. 12 : “svabhavi- 
kanavadhika.” etc.), 

248. Ibid : p. 51 : “svatantrayorapi tayoranyonyecchaya 
patipatnibhava iti”, etc; 

249. Taittiriya Aranyaka : X. 1; 2. 

250. &S. p. 51 : “evamvidhapatnyadivis'i§tatvena sadrs'ah 
kascidanyo nasti”. 

oko P ' 69 “akarenocyate vignuh.” etc. See note 174 above. 

252 Ibid. p. 52 : “atah dampatyossarvabhutes'varatvadivacanasam- 

yam siddham”, and also p. 60. 

253. This is an unpublished palm-leaf manuscript in Grantha 
characters, deposited in the Govt. Oriental Mss. Library, Madras, under 
K. No. 606. It is a very short work in six leaves. It has also a very large 
commentary called “Mamdipikd” by Srisailes'a, which is also in 
Grantha script and on palm-leaves, under R. No. 3147, deposited in the 
above library. This work, along with its commentary has recently 
formed the subject of a Doctoral Thesis prepared under the guidance of 
the present writer and has been awarded the degree (University of 
Madras, 1993), 
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position of Lak§ml as the Mediator, technically called the 
puru?akdra, between God and man, in the light of earlier works. 
The author, Narayaijamuni, 254 quotes very often the views 
expressed by Desika regarding the position of Lak$mi in his 
compositions like the commentaries on the Catussloki and the 
Sarapagdtigadya, the Tattvafika, the Tatparyacandrikd, and 
Nydyasiddhahjana, the Nik$eparak$a, the Paramatabhahga and 
the Rahasyatrayasara. In addition to these, references are also 
made to works like the Brahmasutra, the Sribhd$ya, the 
Prapannaparijata, and Nyayakulis'a, the Culuka, the 
Rahasyaratnavali and the Srivacanabhu$apa of Pillai 
Lokacdrya. The author also quotes from the stotras on Sri made 
by Srivatsankamisra, Parasarabhatta and Desika. 

The author, in this work, undertakes to discuss the point 
whether Lak?m!, like Vi§pu could be the Mistress of the universe 
or not. 266 

The cosmic functions of the Lord like creation, mainte¬ 
nance, dissolution and emancipation are intended to please His 
Consort Sri, who is the Mother of the entire universe. 266 The 
s'ruti- texts and the Brahmasutra, according to the author, 
describe Vi?pu as the prime cause of the creation and as the direct 
bestower of Mok§a and also declare that the act of surrender 
(prapatti) to Him is the means of release. 267 There are texts which 
speak of Lak$mi on par with the Lord in all respects. On the 
authority of these texts, some say that Sri, like the Lord, forms 

Other works of this type are the Sritattvasiddhanjana of Vedanta 
Ramanuja, which is published, and the Lak?mypupayatvadipa of 
Venkatarya, an unpublished work on palm-leaves in Grantha script, 
available in the above library under D. No. 5358. Also see 
M. Narasimhachary, “Definitions of the term Purusakara”, The Journal 
of Oriental Research, Madras, 1992. pp. 174-178 

254. Vide the concluding stanza of the Puru$a. M. folio 6b : 
“narayanena munina srlvatsankavipascita 

saisa purusakarasya mlmamsa nirmita mita” 

255. Purusa. M. : folio la : “patnyah pativadis'atvam asti neti 
nirupyate”. 

256. Ibid, the opening stanza : 

“svatantrasvecchaya sre tisthitisaihharamoksanaih 
yatsamaksain kridatisah tarn bhaje lokamataram” 

257. Ibid : “sripatir jagato hetuh prapattavyo mumuk?ubhih 

R fllcsanm oksapradasceti s'rutisutradisu sthitam”. 
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the cause of the creation, the direct bestower of emancipation, 
and that prapatti to Her is the means thereof. 268 Now it has been 
suggested that Desika subscribed to this latter view. But 
Narayapamuni, after examining Desika's compositions like the 
commentaries on the Catussloki, the Sarapagatigadya, the 
Nydyasiddhanjana, etc., declares that according to Desika, Vi?nu 
alone is the prime cause of the universe and that He is to be 
resorted to for mok?a. He, along with His Consort, becomes the 
goal as well as the saviour of humanity. 269 

The question whether Sri could become the prime cause 
of creation is discussed at length and the conclusion arrived at 
is that nowhere is Sri stated to be so. The Upani$adic text, 
“tadaik?ata ” , 260 which presents the picture of the Brahman in His 
creative aspect, does not refer to Sri. She is not known to be 
immanent in all the beings, like the Lord. Her function as a 
Mediator (puru$akdra) starts only at the stage of prapatti by the 
beings. The qualities that characterise a mediator, viz., affection 
and absence of cruelty or bias, however, are present in Her, as 
some of Her epithets like “niravadya” would indicate. 261 Sri 
cannot become the cause of the world because She, like the jiva, 
is subordinate to and dependent upon the Lord. She has many 
characteristics in common with the individual souls. 262 The 
Brahman, who is characterised by supremacy, independence, 


258. Ibid : “karanam jagato lak§mih prapattavya saranyavat 

sakganmoksapradatri ca patisamyagamadibhih 
trayyantades'ikasyayam siddhanta iti kecana”. 

259. Vide Puru$a. M : folio la : 

“srisa eva jagaddhetuh prapattavyasca muktaye 
rak^akasca s'riya sardham prapyasceti vipascitah”. 

260. Cf. Chandogya Upanisad VI. 2. 3 : “tadaik$ata bahu 
syaiii” etc. 

261. SG., the opening part: “ niraVadyam devadevadivyamahisliii”, 
etc. 


262. Puru$a. M. folio 2a : “laksmyarh nesvaralaksmasti vidyate 
jlvalaksanam”; and 

“adheyatvavidheyatvasegatvanutvasamyutam 
cetanatvamahantvam va jivalaksma?tadhoditam”. 
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pervasiveness and such other features and who is also the 
Consort of Lakfjml, could alone be the source of the creation. 
Some argue that since the attributes of the Brahman like 
‘satyam’, jhdnahi and ‘anantam’ mentioned in the Upam?ads 
are traced in Laic?mi, the term “Brahman” should also refer to 
Her. 266 But this is a wrong conclusion, says Narayanamum. the 
Brahman, on the authority of many texts, is also known to be 
unsurpassed in perfection by His form as well as attributes 2 
Though Sri is pervasive and eternal, being the Mistress of the 
Creation, She is but limited when compared to the Supreme, by 
Her functions as well as qualities. 267 But yet She compares with 
the Lord because of Her control over the two vibhutis. 

The author refers to Desika's interpretation of the term 
‘svadha’ of the Rgvedic hymn ‘dnidavatam ’’ 269 m the course of 
his commentary on the Catussloki and states that here too, Sn 
is not said, even from the opposite point of view, to form the prime 
source of creation. In his Nydyasiddhanjana, Desika says that 
though Lak?mi shares the attributes of the Eternal Beings like 


263. Cf. Puru$a. M. folio 2a : 
karanatvadilaksmani brahmatvasri patitvavat 

patimatra^rayanlti laksanabhijnanirnayah . 

Also ibid : 2b : 

“hetutvadi brahmalak?ma patimatrasya nobhayoh . 

264 . Taittirlya II. 1.1:“satyam jntoamanantam brahma . 

265. Vide Puru?a . M. folio 2a : 

“satyajnanadivakyoktabrahmalak^anayogatah 

6rlrapi brahmas abdartha iti keciftna sadhu tat 

266. Ibid : folio 2b : . 

“svarupepanavadhikatisayam sat gunairapi ^ 

tadarxantam brahma vedyam tat prapyam ceti bha^anat 

267. Ibid : “vibhvi nitya ca sa ’thapi paricchinnaiva vastutah 

vyaparatasca gunato nyunatvam patyapek?aya” 

268. Ibid : “vibhutidvayase^itvamatrenesvarata sama 

269. Cf. Rgveda X. 11. 129 ; Purusa. M. folio 2b and p. 18 of 
Desika's commentary on CS. 
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“knowledge” and “bliss”, She is yet on par with the Lord, being 
the Mother of those beings, of whom the Lord is the Father . 270 

Referring again to Desika's commentary on the Catussloki, 
the author states that the personalities of the Lord and Sri are 
distinct and that texts which speak of their unity of form should 
be understood metaphorically . 271 Reference is also made to the 
method of interpreting terms like ‘sattd’ and ‘ahantd’, found in 
some texts, in conformity with the distinction of form subsisting 
between the Lord and His spouse . 272 

Regarding the act of surrender to Sri, Narayapamuni, 
quoting Desika, states that She, like Her consort, is essential for 
mok$a. The desire to confer mok$a upon the beings however, may 
be attributed either to the Supreme Person or to both Him and 
His Consort . 273 Lak§mi bestows all rewards on the devotees 
either directly or through the Lord . 274 She is the direct means of 
the first three human ends, viz., dharma, artha and kdma. But 
regarding the fourth, viz., mok?a, She effects it through the 
Lord . 273 Narayaij amuni observes that there is no doubt regarding 
Lak$mi's being the Mediator (puru$akdra) and the eternal 
associate of the Lord. An additional point introduced is that one 


270. Puru$a. M. folio 3a : 

“muktavat paramam samyam jnananandadibhir gunaih 
pitrtvadyaissamyamatram muktavyavrttamiritam 
tatroktam janakatvam hi pitj-tvam gritadisayoh” 

271. Ibid : folio 3b. 

272. Ibid. 

273. Ibid : folio 4b : “samyapradanasankalpastvisasyaivatha- 
vobhayoR’ 

274. Ibid : “sak?at paramparato .va lakgmissarvaphalaprada” 

275. Ibid, folio 4b : 

“Isadvara bandhahaneb, dharmadessadhanam svayam” 
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should also surrender to Sri. 270 The author says that a proper 
understanding of the Nyayasiddhanjana (of Desika) would reveal 

that since Vi§pu is the inner controller of all other deities like 

✓ ** 

Aditi, Bhumi and even Sri, He alone could be the cause of the 
universe. He, along with His Consort, forms the goal of all 
human endeavour. 277 . Sri is associated with Visnu as an attribute 
is with its substrate. The Lord, who first does not have any active 
desire to save the yiaas, comes to have it only by the association 
with Sri. 278 The author points out that the Lord, in association 
with Sr! alone, is characterised by the texts as the means (updya) 
as well as the goal ( upeya). 2 ™ It is observed that recourse to Sri 
as Mediator is quite in conformity with the Vedic and the smrti- 
declarations, tradition, our wordly experience and also the 
sayings of the teachers. 280 In as much as the Lord is said to 
control or favour the beings only at the instance of Sri and that, 
too, for Her pleasure, it is to be deduced that she is quite distinct 
from and superior to the .ordinary human and such other 
beings. 281 Lordship posited with Sri does not contradict that of 
Vigpu. The relation that subsists between them is the same as 
that between the Sun and his radiance, one adding to the glory 
of the other. 282 These views are also supported by quotations from 
the studs on Sri by £rlvatsarikamWra, Parasarabhafta and 
Desika. 

276. Ibid : “s'rlpatyaikaprapannatvaiii mumuksoh pratyapadi 
ca”, and “vis'esapataya nyasavisayatvamihadhikarif 

277. Ibid : folio 6a : “s'ris'astasmat sarvahetussevyassarvamu- 
muk?ubhih | rafepakailca £riya sardham prapya^ceti satam matam” 

278. Ibid: folio 5b: “visina$ti tadapi s'rlhgunavigrahavatprabhum 

bharasvi kararahitam rakipasarikalpavarjitam 
gunadikamihegtamhi saranyasya visesapam” 

279. Ibid : “vibhub patnya guijadyais'ca vis i?to vi?ayotra nab 

svamyupaya upeyas'ca svarupadisamarpane” 

280. Ibid : folios 5b-6a : 

“arthasvabhavanugthanalokadrstiguruktibhib 
ilrutya smrtya ca saihsiddham ghatakarthavalambanam” 

281. Ibid : folio 6a : 

“yadicchayaiva yatprityai s'asanam nigrahadi ca 
tatra nigrahyajatiyavisajatiyatamatih” 

282. Ibid. : “eketarasamastanam svani?thaikai-thatasthitaih 

dvisthe tadanyasesitve dvairajyadibhayotthitam 
prabhadhikyaprakareiia mitho ’tisayadayinoh”. 
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Narayanamuni also briefly enumerates the five concepts of 
Sri detailed by Des'ika at the end of his commentary on the 
Catuss'loki. The last of these views, which holds that Sri is 
pervasive and subordinate to the Lord only by the free will of 
Her own Self or of Her Consort and that this subordination is 
only voluntary but not obligatory, is what actually Des'ika 
subscribes to, says Narayanamuni. This conclusion is arrived at 
by him on the ground that it is the general practice of writers 
to state- their own views at the end. Here, too, Des'ika has i 

arranged the concepts of Sri in an increasing order of 
importance, stating his own opinion at the end. 283 

i 

In fine, Narayanamuni, in a spirit of synthesis which 
characterises all noble thinkers, tries to reconcile the differences 
that became more prominent and particular between the Teiigali 
and the Ve<Jagalai schools of Srivaispavism, represented by Pillai 
Lokacarya and Vedanta Des'ika respectively. Narayanamuni says 
that apparent contradictions are bound to occur in authoritative 
works like the Srivacanabhu$aria and the Rahasyatrayasara. 

But they are to be reconciled by taking their ultimate intention 
into consideration. Similarly, there is apparent contradiction 
regarding the supreme importance of prapatti between Ramanuja's 
Sararj,dgatigadya and his commentary on the Caramas'loka of the 
Bhagavadgita. Narayanamuni suggests that all such contradic¬ 
tions are only apparent and that they do ho longer exist when 
the intention or tdtparya of those texts is taken into consider¬ 
ation, just as the two Mimdfnsd S astras, inspite of their broad 
disagreement, are said to form a single unitary whole, ‘ekas'astra’, 
from the viewpoint of their ultimate intention. 284 

* sk * 

s 

We have seen how the concept of Sakti as eternally 
associated with Supreme Being, gradually and naturally trans¬ 
formed itself into the Srlvaigijava theism which equates the | 

--- I 

283. Ibid : 6b : “purvapurvopamardenapaksanamupavarnanat”; 

“yatra purvopamardena nanapaksah praklrtitah 
tatra sarvatra caramah sangrahya iti niseayah” 

284. Puru$a M. folio 6b. 
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supreme Godhead with the Dual Divinity of Lak$mi-Narayapa. 286 
Such a transition is the result of the redemptive necessity that 
naturally follows the divine nature of compassion (daya). m This 
Dual Divinity characterises the Fatherhood and Motherhood of 
the Lord, ensuring the hope of universal salvation. 287 Isvara 
symbolizes justice and Lak§ml, the most exalted quality of His, 
viz., dayd or mercy. She also symbolizes the love of God for man 
and vice versa. 2 * 8 By this concept of Dual Divinity, Vi$pu is 
enabled to become the material and the efficient causes of the 
universe, since Lak$ml, His Consort, has already been viewed 
in a similar manner. 289 These two forms of the Supreme Godhead 
are philosophically inseparable, though functionally distinguish¬ 
able. 290 The Lord, who is a stern judge and ruler of the world with 
His strict and unexceptional law of karman, is now dominated 
by the love of Sri. 291 The Lord rules by law and Lalcgml by love, 
and the world can hope for salvation in the perfect equilibrium 
of these two factors. 292 Sri is the svamini and the puru$akara 
(mediator) of man. She wins the Lord by Her natural sweetness 
and beauty as dayd, and converts the sinner by love as his mother 
and thus mediates between them. 293 Etymologically, too, the term, 

‘Sri ’ is said to effect a successful compromise between them by 
changing the Lord into a saviour or s'ararj,ya by timely 
intercession and necessary mediation. 294 

* * * 


285. Vide PV. p. 165 

286. Ibid. 

287. Ibid. p. 386. 

288. LR. p. 247. 

289. IE II. p. 689. 

290. Cf Desika's commentary on the CS. p. 24 : “akarasamye’pi 
kvacit vyaparo bhidyate”. Cf PV. p, 165. 

291. PV. p. 166. 

292. Ibid. 

293. Ibid. p. 387. Cf. Srivacanabhusana (1,13) : “cetananai arulale 
tiruttum; Isvaranai azhagale tiruttum” quoted in PV on page no. 167. 

294. PV. p. 387. 
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(b) The Stotraratna 

The Stotraratna popularly called the Alavandarstotra , is a 
hymn on the Lord in sixty-five stanzas. Although a hymn of 
religious and devotional importance, this work abounds in many 
philosphical statements. It may be noted that there are also 
similar works in the early Jaina, Advaita, and Kasmlr Saiva 
schools of thought, which clothe theological and philosophical 
ideas in poetic utterances. The Stotraratna has the doctrine of 
surrender (prapatti) as its main theme. All the verses of this hymn 
powerfully bring out the agony of the human soul trying to reach 
the plane of divine existence, and we can also find the author here 
at his best as a poet. It has been recorded traditionally that 
Ramanuja got attracted to Yamuna after listening to this hymn, 
especially the verse “ svabhavika ...,” 295 

As already noticed, 296 the Stotraratna forms the sequel of 
the Catussloki. In the Catussloki Lak§mi has been described as 
the supreme, and this only adds to the glory of Vi?nu, Her 
Consort, 297 to the establishment of which the present work is 
devoted. 

There is a Tamil commentary by Periyavaccan Pillai as well 
as a Sanskrit one by Vedanta De^ika. This hymn, according to 
Des'ika, not only brings out the essential teaching of the 
Vedantas , viz., that Lord Narayapa Himself is the means 
( upaya )., the end ( sadhya ), and the goal (prdpya) of all human 
endeavour, 298 but also impiles the significance of the Dvayamantra 
(the Twin-mantra) 299 held in high esteem by the Srivai^iiavas. 
He, accordingly makes a topic-wise analysis of the whole hymn. 

~~ sr ~ — ~ 
“svabhavikanavadhikatisayesititvam 
narayana! tvayi na mr$yati vaidikah kah? 
brahma sivassatamakhahparamasvaradi- 
tyete'pi yasya mahimarnavaviprusaste” 

Vide PA ch. IX, p. 22, for the above account. 

296. See p. 18 ante. 

297. Cf SR. si. 12 : “kassrissriyah”; and si. 45 : “sriyassriyam”. 

298. Vide Desika's commentary on CS. p. 24: “sadhyam 
prapyamupayarh ca stotre samdarsayi$yati” 

299. The Dvaya-mantra is :“sYImannarayapacaranau saranam 
prapadye, srimate narayanaya namah”. 
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In verses 1 to 5, the author salutes those imparted to him 
spiritual knowledge and in the next verse (6) he briefly refers to 
the Lord who is the means as well as the goal of all humanity 
and also undertakes to compose the stotra. In the succeeding 
verse (7), he commences the stotra and brings out succinctly the 
supremacy of Vi§spu. In the next two verses (8,9) he justifies his 
daring effort and says that this effort alone is fit for him. Verses 
10 to 21 expatiate upon the supremacy (paratva) as well as easy 
accessibility ( saulabhya ) of the Lord before whom the poet bows 
down in all humility. The Lord is thus proved to be the s'ararpya — 
the saviour of humanity. 

In the next stanza (22), Yamuna gives expression to his 
single and whole-hearted Surrender (s' araiydgati) to the Lord 
which incidentally brings out the meaning of the first part of the 
Dvaya. In verses 23 to 27, he elaborates the above idea and in 
the next two stanzas (28-29), he states that even simple acts of 
service to the Lord like offering salutations, are highly 
efficacious. In stanzas 30 to 46, he clarifies the significance of the 
two terms of the Duayo-formula in the Dative Case, viz., ‘s'rimate’ 
and ‘ndrdyarj.dya’, and also hints at the significance of the term 
‘namah’ occurring in the same mantra. In the succeeding verse 
(47), the author suggests that what he desires is the highest 
human end, and this he does through utter self-abnegation. In 
verses 48 to 51, he declares that one who takes to the path of 
Surrender will get all the obstacles in his way cleared through 
divine mercy ( dayd ), the most conspicuous of all the qualities of 
the Lord. In the next two verses, the author makes the 
declaration of his being an eternal and unconditioned servant of 
God and desires to have that servitude alone as his end. 

In stanzas 54 to 57, Yamuna prays to God to bestow upon 
him what is good in this world and remove all that is evil, he 
being solely intent on serving Him. In the next verse (58), he 
emphasises what has already been said in verses 47 to 51. The 
next stanza expresses the firm conviction that the Lord Himself 
would fulfil the undertaking of a one-pointed devotee. In the 
following stanza (60), the author refers to the characteristics of 
the Supreme on one hand and to those of his own self on the 
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other by contrast and entrusts his entire burden to Him and feels 
relieved. In verses 61-62, he emphasises that prapatti is the only 
means of attaining the Highest. 

In the succeeding verse (63), the author gives expression 
to his conviction that the Lord would forgive all his faults, taking 
into consideration the merit acquired by him, even in his previous 
births, if it be not found in the present. In the next verse again, 
he pleads for the Lprd's mercy. In the final sloka, the author says 
that the most important consideration which may persuade the 
Lord to protect him is that he is the grandson of Nathamuni and 
comes'of a proper lineage of teachers devoted to the Lord. 

Desika observes that the teaching regarding the efficacy of 
Surrender (sarapdgati or prapatti) in achieving salvation 
conveyed by this hymn has also been exemplified by the very life 
of its author, Yamuna. 

The following are the theological and doctrinal ideas which 
Yamuna brings out in this hymn: 

The supremacy and Lordship of Vi§pu are natural and 
unexcelled, the purport of all the Vedic texts 300 and inscrutable 
even to the higher orders of divine beings like Brahma and 
Siva. 301 Vi$pu becomes the prime cause of creation, maintenance, 
destruction, etc., of the universe, by His more will ( sahkalpa 0. 
He is the inner controller ( niyantr ), the master ( svamin ) and at 
the same time, the friend ( suhrt ) of all beings, full of concern for 
them (vatsalatva). 303 The other gods mentioned in the Ndray aria 
Anuvdka, like Brahma, Siva and Indra, and even the Liberated 
Beings, are mere drops of the ocean-like glory of Vi§pu. The 


300. SR. : sT. 6 and 11a. 

301. Ibid : si. 7. 

302. Ibid : si. 10a, b : 

“naveksase yadi tato bhuvananyamuni 
nalam prabho bhavitumeva kutah pravrttih? 

303. Ibid : si. 10c, d : 

“evam nisargasuhrdi tvayi sarvajantoh 
svamin! na citramidamasritavatsalatvam” 

304. Ibid : si. 11c, d : 

“brahma sivassatamakhahparamasvaradi- 
tyete’pi yasya mahimarnavaviprugaste” 
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distinction of Vipnu over other deities like Siva and Brahma lies 
in His being the source of even Laksmi's glory as Her Beloved 
Consort, His being the promoter of the quality of sattva (serenity) 
which helps achieve liberation and His being of the same 
characteristics as possessing the lotus-eyes specially mentioned 
in the Chandogya Upani$ad (pundarikanayana). 305 He is the 
Highest Person, a fragment of whose unbounded splendour gets 
manifested as the wonderful cosmos of sentient and insentient 
entities. 300 Purdpic episodes are also put forth as evidence to 
support Vispu's supremacy over the rest of the gods by 
emphasising that He alone protected and blessed them on many 
an occasion. The entire universe rests in Him and emerges out 
of Him. He pervades it by an infinitesimal part of His aspect and 
projects and dissolves it playfully with the least exertion which 
go to prove His sovereignty beyond all doubt. 307 

The supremacy of Narayaija cannot be comprehended by 
the ignorant, who, evidently in the terminology of the 
Bhagavadgita, are called ‘asura’ or demoniac, with distorted 
visions. 308 This sovereignty of the Lord is clear from a number 
of factors—His unbounded compassion, beatific form and benevo¬ 
lent activities, borne out by genuine sdttvic texts 309 and teachings 

~~ 305. Vide Chandogya : I. 6. 8: “tasya yatha kapyasam 

purtidarikamevamak^irp”. Cf. SR. si. 12b : “kah pundarlkanayanab. 
The point which Yamuna has in mind is that no other deity is called 
“pundarlkanayana”. 

306. Cf. SR. 61. 12c, d : 

“kasyayutayutasataikakalamsakariise 
visvam vicitracidacitpravibhagavrttam” 

307. Vide SR : s'ls. 13 and 14. 

308. Ibid : si. 15d : “naivasuraprakrtayahprabhavanti boddhum” 
Cf. Bhagavadgita Ch. IX : 6 Is. 11 and 12 : 

“avajananti mam mudha manu?im tanumas'ritam 
pararii bhavamajananto mama bhutamahesvaram 
moghas'a moghakarmano moghajnana vicetasah 
raksasimasurliii caiva prakrtim mohinim sritah” 

Cf. Ch. XVI s'ls. 18-20 

309. SR. 61. 16b : “.sattvikataya prabalais'ca s'astraih” 

For a classification of texts as sattvika, rajasa and ta/nasa, see 
Matsya Purana Ch. LIII : 67-69. , 
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of the God-minded seers. 310 It is only the one-pointed devotees that 
realise this supremacy of the Lord, even if it be hidden by Him 
through His own maya or variegated Power. 311 His Lordship is 
also evident from the fact that He pervades and controls each and 
everything in the cosmos, the material Nature (pi'adhana ), the 
individual souls (puru$a) y the three qualities sattva (serenity), 
rajas (activity) and tamas (inertia), etc. 312 

This supremacy is at the same time, characterised by easy 
accessibility, as the Lord is known to have innumerable 
auspicious qualities like power, generosity, mercy, straightfor¬ 
wardness, purity, sweetness of speech and acts, and equanimity. 313 
The creation, maintenance, dissolution and the subsequent 
release from transmigratory existence effected by the Lord are 
only for the good of humanity. 314 The Vedas and other 
authoritative texts incorporate His mandates. 316 He is beyond the 
purview of mind and speech, 316 and love for Him attains its acme 
when one surrenders at Hit feet with unswerving conviction and 
self-abnegation. 317 The helpless human soul can only be saved by 
the overwhelming mercy of the Almighty. 318 The Lord the Saviour 

310. SR, si. 15e : “prakhyatadaivaparamarthavidam mataisca” 

311. Ibid : si. 16c : “mayabalena bhavatapi niguhyamanam” 

312. Ibid : si. 17c, d : 

“gunah pradhanam puru?ah param padam 
paratpararh brahma ca te vibhutayah” 

313. Ibid : si. 18 : 

“vasi vadanyo gunavan rjussucih 
mrdur dayalur madhurassthirassamah 
krti krtajnastvamasi svabhavatah 
samastakalyanaguntortodadhih” 

314. Ibid : si. 20. 

315. Ibid : si. 20c, d : 

bhavanti Ilia vidhyasca vaidikah 
tvadiyagambhiramano ’nusarinah” 

316. Ibid : sl. 21a : “namo namo v^manasatibhumaye” 

317. Ibid : sl. 22 : “na dharmanistho ’smi na catmavedi 

na bhaktiman tvaccaranaravinde 
akincano ’nanyagatissaranya! 
tvatpadamularh saraiiam prapadye” 

Note the words in italics. Also cf. sl. 23. 

318. Vide sis. 23-27. 
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and the individual soul the saved, are mutually complementary, 
the latter being in need of the Loi'd's grace and also necessary 
for bringing into display, or for fulfilling His qualities of grace 
and* affection. 319 

Sri abides by Him permanently. Her forth, nature and 
activities are all in conformity with those of Her Spouse, by which 
She pleases Him every moment. 320 She is the source of the 
prosperity of the entire creation. 321 The Highest Abode of the 
Divine Couple, Vaikuhfha, consists of the Eternal Beings ( nitya ), 
chief of whom are Ananta, GauTuJa and Vi^vaksena, serving the 
Lord and His consort in different capacities, out of pure love and 
one-pointed devotion. 322 The glorious qualities of the Lord all the 
more intensify the burning love of the devotee who pays his 
obeisance and prays to the Lord, to bless him with the pleasure 
of permanent and unconditional servitude, which makes him an 
ekdntin —a one-pointed devotee. 323 The compassionate Lord could 
overlook the shortcomings of the helpless devotee and save 
him. 324 

One should entrust oneself to the Lord without caring for 
other things that stand in one's way, like the physical body, 
qualities, worldly relations and so on. 326 All one has, including 

319. Ibid : sis. 24, 50 and 51. 

320. Ibid : sl. 38c, d : “guijena rupe^a vilasace^titaih 

sada tavaivocitaya tava sriya” 

Cf. CS Sl. 4 “Sdntananta etc. see p. 43 above. 

321. SR : sl. 37c : “jagat samastarh yadapangasarasYayarif 

322. Ibid : sis. 39-45. 

323. Ibid : sTs. 46-47 d : “bhavantamevanucaran nirantaram 

prasantanissesamanorathantarah 
ksLdahamaikantikanityakihkarah 
prahar§ayi§yami sanathajivitam” : 
“tava parijanabhavarh kamaye 

kamavrttah” 

The terms in italics may be noted, which bring out the srivais.nava 
conceptions of one pointed devotion, 16ve and servitude to the Lord. 

324 . Ibid : sis. 48-49. 

325. Ibid : sis. 52, 53 and 57. Sloka 57 might be quoted : 

na deham na pranan na ca sukhamasesabhila^itam 

na catmanam nanyat kimapi tava sesatoavibhavat 

bahirbhutam natha ! k^anamapi sahe, yatu satadha 

vinasam tat, satyam madhumathana ! vijnapanamidam” 

Note the stress on se$atva to the Lord. 
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one's own self, is for the service ( kaihkarya) of the Lord 326 and 
the only thing for which one should pray to God is bhakti or 
loving devotion, which leads to one-pointed realisation of the 
Supreme, and unflinching servitude to Him. 327 Equally efficacious 
is the contact with the Lord's devotees, whose favour is to be 
aspired for. 328 One should also abhor the contact with the non¬ 
devotees of the Lord. 329 The noble qualities of God like mercy, 
friendship and love will save one from sin and misconduct, and 
put one in the right path. 330 For a real devotee, the Lord alone 
appears as the father, mother, wife, children, friends and all that 
one cherishes as near and dear. 331 The Lord will Himself take care 
of one who surrenders to Him. 332 The fact that the Lord's 
compassion is unreserved, is evidently borne out by His 
incarnations as Rama and Rr?ha. 333 So, even a lesser degree of 
merit in a devotee, however sinful he might otherwise be, will 
invoke the Lord's mercy and save him. Even if such a fragment 
of merit is absent in him, the Lord will at least take into account 
his descent from a line of His own devotees and will thus save 

326. See note 323. 

327. Ibid : s'l. 64 : “avabodhitavanimam yatha 

mayi nityam bhavadiyatam svayam 
krpayaivamananyabhogyatam 
bhagavan ! bhaktimapi prayaccha me” 

328. Ibid : s Is.66a,b and 56: “tavadasyasukhaikasariginam 

bhavanegvastvapi kitajanma me” ; 
“sakrttvadakaravilokanasaya 
tjnlkrtanuttamamuktibhuktibhih 
mahatmabhirmamavalokyatam naya 
kgane’pi te yadviraho ‘tidussahah” 

329. Ibid : si. 55c, d : “itaravasathegu masma bhu 

dapi me janma caturmukhatmana” 

330. Ibid : ills. 58 and 59. 

Note 59d : “tvamevaivambhutam dharanidhara, me siksaya manah” 

331. Ibid-.i\. 60:“pita tvam mata tvam dayita ! tanayastvam priyasuhit 

tvameva, tvam sarvam gururasi gatiscasi jagatarii 
tvadlyastvadbhrtyastavaparijanastvadgatiraham 
prapannascaivam satyahamapi tavaivasmi hi bharah” 
The words in italics may be noted for their specific declaration of 
the idea of prapatti which is also sometimes called nydsa and 
bharanydsa. This verse also stresses on loving service not only to God 
but also to His devotees. 

332. Cf. s'l. 22 : “na dharmgnigtho ‘smi” etc. with si. 60 quoted above. 

333. Ibid : s'l. 63. 
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him. This only emphasises the extremely compassionate charac¬ 
ter of the Lord. 334 

Thus, though couched in the form of a literary and 
devotional hymn, the Stotraratna brings out all the cardinal 
doctrines and philosophical ideas of Vis'istadvaita, especially 
regarding prapatti or Surrender. It is these expressions and ideas 
of this pre-Ramanuja writer that came to be stated clearly and 
elaborately in the works of later writers like Ramanuja, 336 
Parasarabhafta and Desika. This hymn is thus of great 
significance, being the nucleus of the concept of the Supreme 
Being and the Doctrine of Surrender to Him. 

The importance of this Stotra is amply borne out by the 
fact that Periyavaccan Pillai and Des'ika have written commen¬ 
taries upon it, bringing out all the philosophical and doctrinal 
ideas imbedded in it. What Yamuna says in a poetic way, these 
commentators explain philosophically and formulate in an 
analytical way, in the terminology of their traditions. The 
Srivaignavas always cherish this hymn and accord it an important 
place among the authoritative doctrinal texts of their school. 

Desika also codifies his interpretations in the form of 
mnemonic verses of kdrikas. Some of the important ideas which 
he expatiates upon and formulates are : 


334. Ibid : s'ls. 61 and 65. 

335. The Vaikuntha Gadya of Ramanuja is mainly based on and 
inspired by this work of Yamuna and a close comparison of these two 
works would reveal this fact. The opening verse of the Gadya is itself 
clear evidence for this (see p. 141 of the KancI edn.) : 

“yamunaryasudhambhodhimavagahyayathamati 

adaya bhaktiyogakhyam ratnam samdars'ayamyaham” 

This verse reveals that Ramanuja viewed the Stotraratna as a 
work bringing but the concept of Bhakti also. 

Though Ramanuja does not quote any passage from the Stotraratna 
in his Sribhd$ya, Sudars'anasuri, the commentator on the Srlbhasya, (p. 
3 of the Mysore edn. in Telugu letters) quotes a line from it : 

“..jagadudbhavasthiti- 

prapasasamsaravimocanadayah” si. 20a, b. 
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The supremacy of Narayapa is co-existent with easy 
accessibility. He is the Prime Cause of the universe (kdrapa), the 
Inner Controller of everything ( niyantr ), the natural well-wisher, 
(nisargasuhrt) and the Master of all beings ( svdmin), with great 
concern for them (vatsala ). 336 

The major discussion is on the supremacy of Vigpu over 
other deities. 

According to the Srivaigpava theology, Vignu is the 
Supreme Being, Brahma, Siva and other orders of divinity being 
bound by their own karman. Their glories are therefore limited 
in extent and impermanent in character. The liberated souls 
(muktas) are free from the grip of the karman and are thus 
superior to the rest of the divine beings. Of these muktas, it is 
said that they could create all things and move freely in all the 
dominions by their mere will ( sahkalpa ). But this is no indication 
of their supremacy, since the display of their power is only limited 
in extent, being dependent upon God's Will (parecchd). The 
Brahmasutr a 337 clearly states that the power and glory of the 
liberated beings is but limited to factors other than cosmic 
functions like creation, maintenance and destruction. 

The sovereignty of Narayapa is evident from many s'ruti 
and smrti texts. The term ‘Narayapa’ occurring in verse 11 of 
this Stotra 333 indicates that terms like ‘sat’, ‘asat’, ‘Brahma’ and 
‘Hirapyagarbha’, found in different cosmogonic texts, and the 
term ‘mahdpuru$a’ employed in Upanigads like the Subala, the 
Maitrayaniya and the Mahopanisad, only point to Narayapa, the 
Supreme Lord. This view is quite in conformity with the 
Narayapa Anuvaka, which has, as its sole purport, the 
establishment of the sovereignty of Narayapa. The term 
‘Narayapa’ further indicates the four topics discussed in the four 
sections of the Brahmasutra, viz., that Narayapa is the ultimate 

336. Vide commentary on verse 10, p. 36 : 

“karanatvam niyantrtvam suhrttvam svamita hareh 

vatsalyamiti pancaite kapthokta iha sadgunah” 

337. Vide Brahma Sutra : IV iv. 17 : “jagadvyaparavarjaih 
prakaranat, asannihitatvacca”. 

338. See “narayapa! tvayi na mrsyati vaidikah kah?” [si. lib]. 
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cause (kdrapatva), that there are no proofs contradictory to this 
(nirbadhatva), that He is the means ( updyatva ) and that He is 
the goal (prapyatva ) of all human endeavour. 339 

The statement of the Narayapa Anuvaka, “sa Brahma sa 
Sivak SendraJ} 340 ” with the terms “Brahma” “Siva” and “Indra” 
in co-ordinate predication, points out that Brahma, Siva and 
others are all different aspects of one and the same Deity, 
Narayapa It also suggests that the relation between Him and 
these deities is the one that subsists between a soul and its body 
(sarira-s'anribhdva). 341 This explanation thus sets aside other 
views which either identify all the three gods of the Trinity— 
Brahma, Vigpu and Siva—-or make them all equal in status, or 
even hold that the Supreme Being is someone other than these 
three. The passage quoted above, it should be noted, mentions 
Siva and Brahma, along with Indra, who is generally known as 
a lesser deity. Indra's smother name, ‘s'atamakha’, 342 makes it 
clear that his status was wrought by his own karman and that 
it is hence not natural with him, as with Vigpu. This section on 
Narayapa further supplies us the clue that all texts which 
apparently enjoin meditation on Siva and other deities as the 
source of world-creation, should only be construed as enjoing 
that meditation on Vigpu, who happens to be their inner self. 343 
It is therefore proper to interpret terms like ‘Hirapyagarbha’, 344 
‘Rudra’ 346 and ‘Indra’ 346 that appear in different cosmogonic 

339. See commentary on £1. 11 above. 

340. Vide Mahanar&yana Upani$ad : 11-13. Taittiriya Arapyaka: 
X-ll-2, however, reads : “sa brahma sa s'ivah, sa harilji, sendrah” 

341. Vide commentary on SR. si. 11. 

342. Vide SR. sT. 11c : “brahma s ivas's'atamakhah”, etc. 

343. Vide Taittiriya Arapyaka, X-ll-1 and Mahandrayapa 
Upanisad : 11-4: “narayapah param brahma” and “atma narayapah 
parah”. 

344. Rgveda X-121-1 : “hirapyagarbhassamavartatagre” 

345. Svetds'vatara Upani$ad III-2 : “eka eva rudralj na 
dvitiyaya tasthe” 


346. Rgveda VI-47-18 : “indro mayabhih pururupa Iyate ; 
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passages, in their etymological sense (yoga), to mean Visrm, as 
opposed to their conventional sense ( rudhi ), by which they would 
denote particular gods bearing those designations. 347 

It may be objected that the term “ hirany agar bha” of the 
passage, “ hirapyagarbhassamavartatdgre ”, 348 should only be 
taken in its conventional sense, by which it refers to the four¬ 
faced Brahma. 349 The reason behind such a contention is that the 
term “Prajapati”, 360 which is a significant designation of the 
creator-god, also occurs in the same passage. His other 
designations like “ dhdtr ” 361 and “vidhatr” 352 also favour this 
opinion. 363 But this contention is contradicted by the passage 
“eko ha vai narayapa asit na brahma nesdnah” SM which negates 
the pre-cosmic existence of Brahma along with that of Siva 
(called “I ilana”). Moreover, a proper interpretation of texts like 
“yamantassamudre” , 3BB “yadekamavyaktam” 366 “sarve nime$a 
jajhire vidyutah puru$adadhi ”, 367 “sa apah pradughe ubhe 
ime” 3m and “ya enarn, viduramrtaste bhavanti ”, 369 will bring out 
the chief characteristics of Narayapa, like His ocean abode, 360 


347. See commentary on SR : £1. 11, p. 39. 

348. See note 344. 

349. Vide commentary on SR : si. 11, p. 39. 

360. Vide- Vajasaneyi Sathhitd : 31-19 : “prajapatis'carati garbhe 
antah” 

361 .Rgveda : X-190-3 : “suryacandramasaudhatayathapurvama- 
kalpayat”. 

362. Taittiriya Aranyaka : X-l-4 : “sa no bandhur janita sa 
vidhata” 

363. See commentary on SR, p. 40. 

354. Mahopani?ad : I. These form the opening lines. 

355. Taittiriya Aranyaka : X-l-1. 

356. Ibid. 

357. Ibid. : X-l-2. 

358. Ibid. 

359. Ibid : X-l-3. 

360. Vi$pu is said to have the milky ocean as His abode, in the 
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His ultra-mundane existence, His hue of lightning, His being the 
source of this wonderful cosmic creation and His being the means 
of release for the entire humanity, says Desika. It may be noted 
that these characteristics are found only with N arayap a but not 
with other deities, and are enough to establish the supremacy of 
the former. Brahma, conventionally denoted by the term 
‘prajapati’, is on the authority of many texts, known to be 
subordinate to and controlled by Narayapa. He is also known 
to be influenced by his own acts ( karman ), good or bad. It is, 
therefore, proper to take terms like ‘prajapati’ and ‘dhatr’ 
etymologically, so that they denote ‘Narayapa’ ultimately. 

Another factor that proves Narayapa's transcendent 
character is that He is the Consort of Lak§ml, the goddess of 
beauty and plenty. The text “hrisca te lak$tmsca patnyau ” 361 
supports this view in unmistakable terms. In the light of this, 
the term ‘prajapati’ 362 of the cosmogonic texts loses its 
conventional significance and refers only to Narayana, through 
etymology. The Mahabhdrata too employs the term ‘prajapati’ to 
denote Vi§pu. 363 It is this supremacy of Narayapa that is clearly 
paraphrased in the passage, “patim visvasya atmesvaram ”. 364 

Some may contend that the Puru$asukta itself could not 
be taken as glorifying Narayapa 366 on the ground that the term 
‘ puru$a ’ may denote even an ordinary human being, who is other 
than Narayapa. But Desika says that the term ‘puru?a’ should 
be here understood in the special sense of Supreme Being— 
parama puru$a, who is the source of .the world-creation. The fact 
that the Puru$asiikta is devoted to deify Narayapa is evident 
from the Pdhcaratra scriptures, the Mahabhdrata and a number 
of smrti-texts. The Subdla and the Taittiriya Upani$ads adopt the 


361. Taittiriya Ararjyaka : III-13-2. 

362. Vajasaneyi Samhita : 31-19 : “prajapatis'carati garbhe antah” 

363. See commentary on SR : si. 12, p. 40. 

364. Taittiriya Arariyaka : X-ll-1. 

365. Commentary on SR. pp. 40-41. 
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terminology of the Puru$asukta and imply thereby that Narayana 
alone is glorified by this Sukta. Even the Svetasvatara which 
employs the term ‘puru?a’ with reference to Rudra, also called 
‘Sambhu’, ‘Siva’ and Mahesvara’ , adopts the terminology of the 
Puru$asukta as “vedahametam puru$am mahantam ” 366 and 
should therefore be taken as ultimately glorifying Narayana who 
dwells in everybody as he Inner Self. 

Some people identify the puru$a described in the 
Puru?asukta as possessing the colour of the Sun (adityavarna), 
with the puru$a in the Chandogya Upani$ad, possessing the 
colour of the lightning 367 ( vidyudvarpa ). This puru?a is also said 
to reside in the Sun {adityamapdala) and he, according to these 
critics, could only be Aditya, the Sun-god. They thus conclude 
that the purport of the Puru^asukta is the glorification of the 
Sun, but not of Narayana . 368 Another point that lends support 
to this view, according to the advocates of this view, is that there 
is a separate Pur ana bearing the name of Aditya, the Sun-god, 
viz., Aditya Purapa. 

But all these arguments, says Desika, deserve to be 
dismissed on account of the fact that the Puru$a of the 
Chandogya is one that possesses lotus-eyes, Pupdarikak$a , 369 a 
feature that is found only with Narayapa, and not with any other 
deity. The abode of Vi$i)u, on the authority of many texts, is 
known to be located in the Sun . 370 As regards the Sun-god, he 
is not known to be supreme. On the other hand, he is said to 
have been born out of the Lord's eye 371 and as being brought into 


366. Svetasvatara Upanisad : III-8. Vide Taittiriya Aranyaka : 
III-12-7. 

367. Commentary on SR : p. 42. 

368. Ibid : “atah purusasilktamadityaparam” 

369. Vide SR. si. 12b : “kali pundarlkanayanah” 

Cf. Chandogya Upani$ad : I. 6. 8 : “tasya yatha kapyasam 
pund ari kamevainak^inl ”. See commentary on SR. p. 42. 

370. Cf. Savitrikalpa : “dhyeyassada savitrmandalamadhyavarti ” 
etc. 

371. Rgveda : X-90-13 : “caksossuryo ajayata”. 

Cf. also ibid : VIII-44-16 : “agnir murdha caksu$! candrasuryau” 
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existence by the Supreme in every kalpa, along with Candra, the 
moon-god . 372 The supremacy of Aditya is also negated by the 
Kathopaniqad—“na tatra suryo bhati” 3 ’’ 3 As regards the Aditya 
Purapa it does not belong to the sattvika group of Purapas and 
is therefore to be rejected where it postulates something 
contradictory . 374 It is thus clear that the deity glorified by the 
Puru?asukta is Narayana alone. 

Another point in favour of Vigil's supremacy is that He 
alone initiates sattva, the quality of serenity in the beings, which 
is helpful in achieving mukti. Brahma, the creator-god and Siva, 
the destroyer-god, on the other hand, are said to promote the 
qualities of rajas (activity) and tamas (inertia) respectively, 
which result in ignorance and bondage . 376 The Supremacy of 
Vi$pu can also be understood by His luxurious dress, ornaments 
and paraphernalia, says Desika. He is well-known as bedecked 
in a royal fashion—His saffron-coloured raiment , 376 gold orna¬ 
ments, crown, conch, disc, mace, sword, etc., which factors 
clearly bring out His sovereignty over Siva and Brahma, who 
do not have such features to their credit. His close association 
with Lak$mi, the goddess of plenty, also lends support to this 
point . 377 

This all-evident supremacy of Vi$pu is not comprehended 
by those who are incapable of interpreting the Vedic texts 
properly. They get confused in explaining the terms, ‘puru$a’ and 
‘Is'vara’, with or without the prefixes, ‘mahat’ and ‘parama’, and 
misinterpret that Narayaqa is inferior to Siva in status . 378 Of 
special significance is the term, ‘puru$ottama’ , applied to 
Narayaqa which shows Him as the supreme ( uttama ) of all the 
beings (puru$a ). 

372. Rgveda: X- 190-3 : “suryacandramasau dhata 

yathapurvamakalpayat”. 

373. V-15. 

374. For a classification of the Puranic texts as sattvika, rdjasa, 
tamasa etc., see the Matsya Purdpa : Ch. LIII, sis. 67-69. 

375. Vide commentary on SR : pp. 41-42. 

376. Cf. Bfhadaranyaka : IV-3-6 : “tasya maharajatam vasah” 

377. See commentary on SR : p. 73. 

378. See commentary on SR. p. 43 ; “brahmanati pituh brahmanalj 
putrasya ca nikarijotkarsau manyante”. 
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The Bhagavadgita defines Puru$ottama as one that 
surpassed the perishable ( k$ara ) and the imperishable (a^am), 
the Highest Self (paramatman ) and the eternal Lord, pervading 
and sustaining the universe. The Gita further states that Vi$pu 
is celebrated in the sruti and the smr^-texts as the Supreme 
Person {puru$ottama) , 379 This definition thus sets aside the view 
maintained by some, that the term u puru§ottama” refers to 
Vi?pu merely conventionally This term may be taken as a 
to^ara?a-compound either of the fifth, or the sixth, or even the 
seventh case. 380 

Even the principles of Mimamsd exegesis are in favour of 
this interpretation offered by the Gita for the term “ puru?ottama”. 
Samdkhyd or derivation, according to the Mimamsd , is the last 
of the six methods of determining the relative strength of Vedic 
texts. 381 The preceding five are : sruti —direct enunciation, lihga — 
indication, vdkya —subsidiary statement, prakaraipa —context 
and sthana —order or sequence. Each succeeding item of these six 
is considered weaker than the preceding one, because it conveys 
its sense in a more remote way, that is, through the medium of 
the preceding ones. Samdkhyd thus occupies only the last place 
in determining the relative strength of passages. Vi^u's 
Supremacy is established, says Desika, not merely on the 
strength of samdkhyd, viz., “puru$ottama”, but on that of more 
powerful means like the sruti and the lihga , as evidenced from 
the statement of the Gita. 382 

Vi$nu is well-known as the Supreme Being ( mahapuru$a ), 
and He is thus different from all the individual selves. If mere 

379. Vide Bhagavadgita XV sis. 16-18. Desika's Tatparyacandrika 
under si. 18 discusses the grammar of ‘purusottama’ and concludes that 
the term is yoga-rudha. Cf also commentary on SR, p. 43. 

380. Vide commentary on SR : si. 13, p. 43. 

Cf. Bhagavadgita XV sT. 18 : 

“yasmat ksaramatito ‘ham aksaradapi cottamah 
ato ’smi loke vede ca prathitah purusottamah” 

381. PM. III. iii. 16 : 

“^rutilingavakyaprakaranasthanasmakhyanam samavaye 
paradaurbalyamarthaviprakarsat”. 

382. Vide Bhagavadgita : XV sis. 16-18 


77 


YAMUNA'S CONTRIBUTION TO VISISTADVAITA 

samdkhyd (designation) were the criterion, then even terms like 
“Isvara” and “ Indra ” would have established the supremacy of 
particular deities denoted by those terms conventionally. 383 But 
in the light of this interpretation of the term “puru?ottama”, 
supported by sruti and lihga , the supremacy of Vi$pu over Siva, 
Indra and others becomes firmly established. The other designa¬ 
tions of Vi^i]LU like Kesava, Vasudeva and Narayana, too, afford 
such an interpretation. 384 

It is Vi^iju that supports the entire universe consisting of 
all beings, including Siva and Brahma, by an infinitesimal part 
of His unlimited glory. 385 The Puru?asukta and the Gita are in 
full support of this. 386 All that exists in this world, the material 
Nature (pradhana ), its three qualities of sattva, rajas and tamas , 
the individual souls (puru$a ), the highest abode {param padafri ), 
etc., are all various aspects of that vast glory. 387 This view thus 
repudiates the Sahkhya conception that the three ingredients, 
sattva, rajas and tamas , in equilibrium are called prakrti. 
According to the Visi^fadvaitin, these are distinct from matter 
and are qualities thereof. This is indicated by verse 17 of this 
Stotra , where the qualities sattva , etc., are mentioned separately 
from the prakrti. 

Equally wrong is the conception that prakrti could 
transform itself into an abode called ak$a,ra and that it is the 
place of enjoyment for the Lord, the liberated and the eternally 


383. Vide commentary on SR. si. 12, p. 43. 

384. Ibid. 

385. SR. si. 12c : <^ kasyayutayutasataikakalamsakamse ,, etc. 

386. Vide Taittiriya Aranyakadll. 12. 1: “purusa evedarh sarvam” 

Bhagavadgita X. sT.41b: “tattadeva.mama tejo'msasambhavam” 

Ibid : si. 42 : “athava bahunaitena kim jhatena tavarjuna 

vistabhyahamidam krtsnamekamsena sthito jagat ,, 
Ibid : XI. 7a : “ihaikastham jagat krtsnam pasyadya sacaracaram ,, 
Ibid : si. 15 : “pasyami devamstava deva dehe”, etc. 

387. Vide SR. si. 17c, d : “gunahpradhanarhpuruisahparampadam 

parat param brahma ca te vibhutayah” 
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liberated selves. This is suggested by the mention made of the 
Highest Abode (parampadairi) as distinct from prakrti in the verse 
referred to above. Another point clarified by Desika is that this 
aprakrta Highest Abode is not the result of a transformation of 
either the Lord's form or of His sixfold perfections (yadgunya) 
such as Knowledge and Power, as contended by some. 388 This 
abode, on the authority of many druti and smpti- texts, is known 
to be different from the form as well as the qualities of the Lord. 
If the form or the attributes of the Supreme be admitted to 
manifest themselves as the Highest Abode, then there will be the 
contradiction of s'rutis which declare the Lord to be immutable. 389 

The next point explained by Desika is that the qualities of 
the Lord are separate from the form of the Lord, but not identical 
therewith, as claimed by some. 390 

The next point is that creation is mutually complementary 
between the Lord and the beings. 391 The opponent's argument is 
that since the Lord is full of bliss, He would not create for His 
own pleasure ( svdrtha ). Creation could not also be explained as 
for the benefit of the beings (pardrtha ), because of the fact that 
these beings are not happy. Desika says that the cosmic activities 
of the Lord are for the benefit of the Creator, that is, His own 
Self, and also of the created beings. The virtues of the Lord are 
enjoyed by His devotees and are thus purposeful. The fact that 
creation is for the benefit of the beings (pardrtha ) is supported 
by s'rutis such as “sarvam ha pas'yali pasyati sarvamdpnoti 
sarvasali ”. 392 The entire universe of sentient and insentient 
entites is conceived as the body of the Lord, and from this point 
of view, creation of the universe could also be explained to be in 
the interests of the Lord Himself (svdrtha ). 393 


388. Vide commentary on SR. p. 55. 

389. Ibid. 

390. Vide commentary on SR. p. 58. 

391. Ibid : p. 59. 

392. Chandogya Upani$ad VII-26-2; also Mundaka VII-11. 

393. 'Vide commentary on SR : p. 59. 
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Another point discussed is whether the liberated souls, who 
are said to achieve extreme similarity (paramasdmya ) with 
Visnu, could themselves carry on the creative and other activities 
of the universe or not. The conclusion arrived at is that these 
souls cannot carry on these cosmic functions. 394 The identity 
spoken of in texts should be explained as based on the “body-and- 
soul” relation ( sarlratmabhava ) subsisting between these beings 
and the Lord. 396 This identity can also be taken in a secondary 
sense as when two friends like Rama and Sugriva are said to be 
one. 396 The liberated selves or the eternal ones are nowhere said 
to be the souls of all beings, as the Lord is said to be. If they 
are held to be so, then they should also be said to possess the 
power of creative desire ( sahkalpas'akti ) like the Brahman to 
become many, which power, however, they do not possess. 397 

The next discussion is on prapatti or saranagati. Prapatti 
or the path of surrender is open for one who is unable to follow 
the paths of action, knowledge and devotion (ikarmayoga 
jhanayoga and bhaktiyoga) and who has no other way of 
salvation. 398 A correct understanding of the scriptural texts leads 

394. Ibid : pp. 59-60. 

395. Ibid. p. 59. Desika quotes from the Paramasamhita, passages 
that posit identity between the Lord and the liberated beings : 

“kena rupena bhidyante muktastava ^aririnah 

etadacak?va me deva guhyad guhyataram param 

ahameva bhavantyete na bhedastatra kascana 

yathahaiii viharamyevam tatha muktas'ca dehinah” [I : 68-69] 

396. Vide commentary on SR : p. 59. 

Cf. Ram&yana : V. 35, 52a : “ramasugrivayoraikyam devyevaih 
samajayata” 

397. This “sahkalpa” of the' Brahman is referred to in the 
Chandogya : “tadaikgata bahu syam prajayeya” [VI. ii. 3] 

Vide commentary on SR : p. 60. 

398. Cf. SR. s'l. 22 : 

“na dharmanisptho ’smi. na catmavedl 
na bhaktiman tvaccaraijaravinde 
akincano ’nanyagatissaranya! 
tvatpadamulam saranam prapadye” 
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one to the path of selfless action ( karmayoga ). This in turn, 
makes one conquer one's mind and meditate on the pure self, 
which results in self-realisation (jnanayoga). This self-realisation 
can be attained even through karmayoga directly. One who has 
reached this stage is entitled to bhaktiyoga or the path of 
devotion, which culminates in salvation. Even in the case of*-a 
man who does not practise karmayoga in the present birth, the 
karmayoga of his previous births may qualify him to undertake 
jnanayoga. Even if both these yogas or ‘disciplines’ be absent, the 
bhaktiyoga of the preceding births will be enough to effect 
salvation. 399 It is to the exclusion of all these three paths that 
Surrender (prapatti or saranagati or nyasa ) is to be practised. 
This discipline of prapatti is supported by the sruti- text, 
“mumuk$urvai sarapamaham prapadye” . 40 ° The term “ sarapa ” 
which can be interpreted as a “house”, a “saviour” or the 
“means”, should here be taken in the last sense, viz., that of the 
means (updya ). 401 -v 

Desika records the definitions offered by older texts to 
prapatti and reconciles their apparent differences. The generally 
accepted definitions of prapatti are : 

(a) Prapatti is a state of mind praying to the Lord that He 
alone should become the means of saving the devotee, associated 
with the realisation that he is utterly helpless, sinful and without 
any other hope of salvation. 402 


399. See commentary on SR, p. 61. This explains why after 
negating dharmani$tha, atma-jhana and bhakti are also denied. 

400. Suetdsvatara Upani$ad : VI. 18. 

401. Cf. AS. ch. 37. : $1. 29b-30a : 

“upaye grharaksitr os s ab das s aranamity ayaih 
vartate sampratam tve§a upayarthaikavacakah” 

Vide commentary on SR. : p. 62. 

402. Vide Desika's commentary on SR, p. 62, where he quotes 
the following from AS. ch. 37 : si. 30b-31 : 

“ahamasmyaparadhanamalayo ’kincano ’gatih 
tvamevopayabhiito me bhaveti prarthanamatih 
saranagatirityukta sa deve ’smin prayujyatam” 
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(b) Prapatti is a state of prayerfulness of mind, associated 
with the firm conviction that the Lord alone is the Saviour and 
that there is no other way of attaining Him, except by such 
surrender. 403 

The path of surrender is glorified by texts to be highly 
efficacious and powerful in dispelling all sins, and in bringing 
about all that one desires, including mok$a. 

Regarding the accessories ( angas ) of prapatti, some say 
that they are six, while others maintain that they are only five 
in number. 404 These accessories are : (i) a positive mental attitude 
of resolve to keep oneself always in consonance with the Lord's 
Will (anukulyasya sankalpah), (ii) a negative attitude of avoiding 
everything that is against His will (pratikulyasya varjanam), (iii) 
a supreme faith that the Lord will protect the devotee 
0 rak$i$yatiti visvasah), (iv) seeking Him as a Saviour 
(goptrtvavarapam), (v) utter resignation or laying the entire 
burden of one's self at His feet ( dtmanik$epa ) and (vi) a sense 
of complete meekness and helplessness ( karpapya ). 406 The 
Ahirbudhnya Safnhita speaks of another accessory of prapatti, 
which is characterised by complete absence of desire in fruit. 406 


403. See DeSika's commentary on SR. p. 62, where he attributes 
the following to one Bharatamuni : 

“ananyasadhye svabhl§te mahavisvasapurvakam 
tadekopayata yacna pr apattiS s' araijagatih” 

404. Ibid. 

406. Vide Ah: S. ch. 37, 41. 28-29a t 

“anukulyasya sankalpah pratikulyasya varjanam 
rak?i$yatlti vtevasah goptjtvavarapam tatha 
atmanik§epakarpanye §advidha saranagatih” 

406. Ibid : ch. 62, sis. 14-15a : 

“sasvati mama samsiddhiriyam prahvlbhavami yat 
purusam paramuddisya na me siddhirito ‘nyatha 
ityarigamuditaih sresthum phalepsa tadvirodhini” 

See commentary on SR. p. 62 
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Eternal subordination to the Supreme is the only fruit aspired 
for. This accessory, according to Desika, is strictly confined to 
that prapatti which is calculated to achieve only the highest good, 
viz., the Supreme Lord, but no other fruit. Desika says that verse 
22 of the Stotraratna m is a clear statement of the Doctrine and 
the essentials of daranagati, and identifies all the above- 
mentioned six accessories in it. 408 

Whatever the definitions of prapatti be, the main requisite 
is that one should completely entrust one's cares and responsi¬ 
bilities to the Lord ( bharanydsa ) in a sense of prayer 
(prarthana ). 409 There are some texts which say that prapatti is 
an accessory oibhakti, but such statements are applicable to the 
particular stage reached by an aspirant or a qualified devotee. 410 

Some may argue that those who know the Reality ( tattva) 
need not do prapatti of the type of complete resignation 
(i bharanydsa ) at all. 411 But this view is controverted by texts 
which ordain prapatti. There is still another view that prapatti 
is nothing more than one's awareness of one's relation of the Lord 
0 sambandha ) . 412 This view is opposed not only to texts on prapatti 
but also to our ordinary experience. Thus, for instance, a servant 


407. Cf. “na dharmani?tho ‘smi”, etc. 

408. Vide commentary on SR. p. 62. The Tengalai school does not 
admit ahgas or accessories to prapatti. To them prapatti is not upaya, 
but an adhikarivise$aTia. 

409. Ibid. p. 63 : “prarthananvito hi bharanyasah prapattih”. Such 
an attitude, according to the Southern School, is in consonance with the 
relation between the self and the Lord, while even bhakti-yoga, with 
its stress on individual effort and the Lord's response thereto, is not so. 

410. Ibid. 

411. Commentary on SR. s'l. 63, p. 82. Periyavaccan Pillai in his 
commentary on this verse points out that even the offering of the self 
to the Lord is improper in that it implies that the self has not belonged 
to the Lord and is being offered to him. 

412. Ibid : “saihbandhajfianamatrameva prapattiriti vadasca ata 
eva nirasto lokaviruddhasca”. 
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might be aware of his connection with his master, but he need 
not necessarily have surrendered to him. Similarly, an enemy who 
is forced to surrender, might not at all think that he is a servant 
of the man to whom he had surrendered. 413 

This Stotraratna of Yamuna and the commentary on it by 
Desika are thus, of substantial value in understanding the 
Visigfadvaita conception of the Supreme Being as associated with 
His Consort Lak§ml and the nature and evolution of the 
Doctrine of Surrender to Him. 

These ideas, according to the followers of this school, were 
already present in the Bhagavadgita, one of the texts of the 
Prasthanatraya. Naturally, Yamuna interpreted the Gita from the 
veiw-point of a Vis'istadvaitin—in a small compendium of thirty- 
two stanzas in the anu?tubh metre called the Gitarthasangraha. 
To a study of this, we shall now devote the next section. 

* * * 

(c) The Gitarthasangraha 

The Gitarthasangraha, as the very name implies, is an 
epitome of the teaching of the Bhagavadgita, which is the essence 
of all the Upani$ads. iU The Gita is treated here from the 
standpoint of a Vis'i$fadvaitin. Tradition records the Yamuna was 
taught the Bhagavadgita by his predecessor, Sriramamis'ra, in 
his attempts to attract the former to the path of renunciation. 416 
It is therefore proper to suppose that the brief references made 
by Yamuna here to the important topics dealt with in the Gita, 
incorporate in a synthetic and systematic manner, the traditional 


413. Ibid : “aprapanne’pi saihbandhabuddhir dasepi drs'yate 

amitre gatyabhavena prapannepi na dasyadhllj” 

414. Note the colophonic readings of all the eighteen chapters of 

the Bhagavadgita : “iti ^rimadbhagavadgitasu iipcniisatsu....” etc. Also 
cf. Des'ika’s introductory remarks in his commentary on GS., p. 1 : 
“tadetadubhayam sarvopanisatsarasarikalanatmikayam 

Miagavadgitayarii”, etc. 

415. Cf. PA. ch. 112, p. 437. 
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interpretation of the Gita, which he had received fiom his 
teacher. 416 

This work influenced the later writers of this school, of 
whom Ramanuja is the foremost. Ramanuja's commentary on the 
Bhagavadgita was inspired and guided by this work of Yamuna, 
which is quoted as an authority. The validity and importance of 
this text can also be gauged from the fact that it had been 
commented upon by Vedantadesika, bringing out the latest points 
of philosophical and doctrinal value, in a detailed and analytical 
way. This commentary is called the Gitdrthasahgraharak$a. 

Out of the thirty-two anu?tubh verses comprising the text 
of the Gitarthasahgraha , 417 the first one brings out the main 
theme or the subject dealt with in the Gita, as a whole. The 
second, third and fourth stanzas presuppose a division of all the 
eighteen chapters of the Gita into three sections of six chapters 
each, a $atka, and mention the major theme dealt with in each 
$atka. The succeeding eighteen verses enumerate the topics dealt 
with in each of the eighteen chapters. The concluding ten verses 
are supplementary in nature, explaining the connotation, 
significance and pther details of the three yogas (i.e., the karma, 
the jnana and the bhakti), the obligatory ( nitya ) and the 
occasional ( naimittika ) acts, parabhakti, a supreme state of 
devotion, the characterisation of and instructions to a man of 
knowledge (jhanin ) who is an exclusive devotee of the Lord 
regarding his code of conduct, etc. 


416. Desika expressly states that Yamuna's GS. incorporates the 

instruction he received from Sriramamis'ra, when commenting upon the 
colophonic words of the last verse, p. 16 : “itthameva 

sattvanisthasampradayaparamparagatassamicino Gitarthah, sa caisa 

svayogamahimaculukitaparamapurusavibhutiyugalabhagavannathamum- 

niyoganuvartis'rimadramami^rasaka^ad bhusastravidbhirasmabhir 
bahusass rutasy a bhagavadgitarthaprapancasya sangraha iti”. 

417. An English translation of this work with an Introduction and 
study by Sri D.T. Tatacharya appeared in the Journal of Sri Venkatesvara 
Oriental Institute, Vols. XII. Nos. 1 & 2, XIII, Nos. 1 & 2, and 
XIV, No. 1. 
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The central theme of the Gita, which the author consis¬ 
tently refers to as a s'astra, 418 that is, an Upani?ad, a text of 
instructional value, is a delineation and glorification of Narayapa, 
the Supreme Being. This s'astra explains that the Supreme Being 
can be realised only through loving devotion to Him (bhakti). 
Such loving devotion can be acquired and cultivated by the 
following factors : a sincere performance of duties pertaining to 
one's station in life (svadharma) gives correct knowledge (jnana) 
regarding one's self that it is ever subordinate to the Lord; this 
produces a sense of detachment ( vairagya) from all things other 
than the Supreme Being. 419 This results in Bhakti. Thus, 
according to Yamuna, bhakti becomes the sadhya, and all others, 
sadhanas. 

The first six chapters ( $atka ) of the Gita are devoted to an 
exposition and commendation of the two paths of discipline, that 
of action (karman) and of knowledge (jnana). These two courses 
of discipline aim at mental concentration, and their main purpose 
is knowledge of the self or self-realisation ( atmanubhuti). m 

The next six chapters deal elaborately with the bhaktiyoga 
or the path of devotion, which, as has already been stated, 421 
results from selfless action and self-knowledge (karman and 
jnana). Bhaktiyoga helps to foster an unbroken stream of 
realisation of the real nature of the Bhagavan, the Adorable, who 
is the repository of six perfections (bhaga), like Knowledge 
(jnana), Power (sakti), Strength (bala) and Lordship (aisvarya). 422 

418. Cf. GS. 61. lb : “......gitasastre samiritah”; si. 5b : 

“.sastravatarapamkrtaiii”; si. 22b : “-sastrasararthaucyate”; and 

gl. 32b : “.tatpradhanamidam sastram”. Cf. also Brahmasutra 

I. i. 3 : “s'astrayonitvat”. See Desika's commentary on GS. p. 3. 

419. GS. 61. 1 : 

“svadharmajnanavairagyasadhyabhaktyekagocarah 

narayapah param brahma gitasastre samiritah” 

420. Ibid : s'l. 2 : 

“jnanakarmatmike ni?the yogalaksye susamskrte 

atmanubhutisiddhyarthe purvasafkena codite” 

421. Ibid : si. la... 

422. Vide GS. 61. 3 : 

“madhyame bhagavattattvayathatmyavaptisiddhaye 

jnanakarmabhinirvartyo bhaktiyogah prakirtitali” 


















GITARTHASANGRAHA : DETAILED EXAMINATION 86 

The third $atka, being of general character, enters into 
further details regarding the subjects already dealt with in the 
preceding two $atkas, like the distinguishing features of the inert 
material Nature in the unmanifest condition (pradhana ), the 
sentient individual soul (puru$a), the entire world of matter in 
its manifest condition ( vyakta ), the Supreme Lord (Sarvesvara), 
the triple path of action {Karma) knowledge (dhi) and devotion 
( bhakti ). 423 

So far, the author has enumerated the topics dealt with in 
the entire text of the Bhagavadgita, dividing it broadly into three 
sections of six chapters each. The next verse (5) and the following 
seventeen verses enumerate the topics treated in each of the 
eighteen chapters of the Gita in a more detailed manner. 

The fifth stanza 424 says that the Gita, as a sastra, had been 
imparted to Arjuna who had a mistaken notion of right and 
wrong ( dharmadharmadhi ), due to misplaced affection and 
misplaced compassion. The point to be noted here is that the Gita 
was imparted to Arjuna, only when he had surrendered to the 
Lord in all sincerity. 426 

Arjuna had a wrong notion of things so far as the real 
nature of the self is concerned and also, on the lower plane, of 
the righteous and unrighteous nature of war. The second chapter 
of the Gita aims at dispelling this misconception. To achieve this 
objective, it deals with two yogas —one of the eternal self, and 
the other of action done with detachment from all fruits—the 
‘Sarikhya’ and the ‘Yoga’. This chapter also explains how these 
two yogas result in a steady knowledge {sthitaprajha). This is 
what the sixth verse of the Sangraha mentions. 426 _ 

423. Ibid : si. 4 : 

“pradhanapuru?avyaktasarvesvaravivecanam 

karma dhir bhaktirityadih purvaseso ’ntimoditah” 

424. Ibid. si. 5 : 

‘‘asthanasnehakarupyadharmadharmadhiyakulaih 

partham prapannamuddiSya s'astravatarapaih krtam” 

425. Vide the Bhagavadgita : II, 7d : 

“4i?yaste ’ham sad hi mam ’tvarii prapannam” 

426. Cf. GS. si. 6: 

“nityatmasarigakarmehagocarasarikhyayogadhih 

dvitiye sthitadhilaksya prokta tanmohasantaye” 
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It may be noted that verses 12 to 38 of the second chapter 
of the Gita deal with ‘Sarikhya’, or the eternal nature of the self, 
verses 39 to 53 with ‘Yoga’ or detached action, and verses 54 to 
72, with the way of achieving the “steady knowledge”. 

The third chapter of the Gita emphasises the importance 
and inevitability of doing things in a spirit of non-attachment 
(asakti) to the accruing fruits, keeping in view the good of the 
common people ( lokasangraha ). Acts can be performed by 
transferring the agency either to the three gunas of Prakrti, viz., 
sattva, rajas and tamas, or to the Supreme Lord Himself. This 
is what the next verse of the Sangraha states. 427 

Accordingly, the first nineteen verses of the third chapter 
of the Gita stress the need of doing action without attachment. 428 
That this detached action is to be done by the wise for the good 
of the world is stated in verse 20 and explained in verses 21 to 
26. Ascription of agency to the qualities is mentioned in verses 
27 to 29, and that to the Lord in verses 30 to 43. 429 

In the succeeding stanza 430 Yamuna mentions that the 
fourth chapter of the Gita speaks of the real nature of the Lord 
in His incarnations (verses 5 to 15). 431 This chapter also explains 

427. Ibid. 41. 7 : 

“asaktya lokaraksayai gune$varopya kartrtam 
sarvesvare va nyasyokta trtlye karmakaryata” 

428. Cf. Bhagavadgita : III. 19 : 

“tasmadasaktassatatam karyaih karma samacara 
asakto hyacaran karma paramapnoti purusah” 

429. Ibid : 41. 30 : 

“mayi sarvapi karmani samnyasyadhyatmacetasa 
niraslr nirmamo bhutva yuddhyasva vigatajvarah” 

Also cf. ibid : sis. 31 and 32. 

430. Vide GS. si. 8 : 

“prasarigat svasvabhavoktih karmano ’karmata ’sya ca 
bheda jnanasya mahatmyaih caturthadhyaya ucyate” 

431. Cf. Bhagavadgita : IV 5-6 : 

“bahuni me vyatitani janmani tava carjuna 
tanyaham veda sarvani na tvarii vettha parantapa 
ajo ’pi sannavyayatma bhutanamisvaro ’pi san 
prakrtirh Kvamadhisthaya sambhavamyatmamayaya” 

Also cf Ibid : 41s. 7 and 8. 
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the way how ‘action’ could become ‘knowledge’ ( akarma ) (16 to 
24) and speaks of its varieties (25 to 32). It also emphasises the 
superiority of knowledge (jnana ) to all varieties of action (33 to 
42). 432 

The fifth chapter reveals that the path of detached action 
(karmayoga ) is easier to perform and that it also yields results 
in a shorter span of time than that of knowledge (jhdnayoga)} 33 
The ways and means of achieving this karmayoga (8 to 19), as 
also the methods of attaining self-realisation (20 to 29), are 
explained in this chapter. This is the teaching of the ninth verse 
of the Gitdrthasahgraha. 434 It may also be noted that this marks 
the end of the first ?atka. 

The tenth verse of the Sangraha i3& points out that the sixth 
chapter of the Gita is devoted to the method of practising yoga 
(1 to 28). 480 This chapter further classifies yogins into four types 
(9 to 32) and explains the way of achieving this yoga (35-36). 437 


432. Cf. ibid : 61. 33 : 

“sreyan dravyamayad yajnat jnanayajfiah parantapa 
sarvam karmakhilam partha'jnane parisamapyate” 

433. See ibid : V. 1 to 7, especially 61s. 3 and 6 : 


“jneyassa.sukhambandhat pramucyate”, and 

“samnyasastu.na cirenadhigacchati” 


434. Vide GS. 61. 9 : 

“karmayogasya saukaryam saighryam kascana tadvidhah 
brahmajnanaprakara6ca pancamadhyaya ucyate” 

435. Ibid : 61. 10 : 

“yogabhyasavidhir yogi caturdha, yogasadhanam 
yogasiddhissvayogasya paramyam sa?tha ucyate” 

436. Cf. Bhagavadgita : VI. 10 : 

“yogi yunjita satatam atmanam rahasi sthitah 
ekaki yatacittatma niras'iraparigrahah” 

437. Ibid : 61. 29 : 

“sarvabhutasthamatmanam sarvabhutani catmani 
Ik sate yogayuktatma sarvatra samadar6anab” 

Also cf. ibid : 61. 35b : “abhyasena tu kaunteya vairagyeija ca 
grhyate” 
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The actual results that follow this yoga-performance are also 
referred to (37-46) 438 . The supreme character of the yoga 
pertaining to the Lord, in the form of devoted worship, is also 
brought out in this chapter (47). 439 

In the succeeding stanza, 440 Yamuna says that the seventh 
chapter of the Gita is devoted to an exposition of the reality about 
the Lord's own nature (1 to 12), 441 that it is hidden from the 
ordinary human beings by material Nature (called prakrti or 
may a) consisting of the three gurias — sattva, rajas andtamas (13 
to 14a) 442 and that this mdyd can be dispelled by the sole means 
of surrendering to Him (sarandgati) (14b). 443 This chapter also 
makes a four-fold classification of the devotion to the Lord (16) 444 
and emphasises the superiority of a man of wisdom (jnanin ) (17 
to 30). 446 

-—--- 

438. Cf. ibid : 61. 40, ff. 

439. Cf. ibid : 61. 47 : 

“yoginamapi sarve?aih madgatenantaratmana 
6raddhavan bhajate yo mam sa me yuktatamo rnatab” 

440. Vide GS. 61. 11 : 

“svayathatmyarii prakrtya’ sya tirodhissarapagatih 
bhaktibhedah prabuddhasya 6rai?thyam saptama ucyate” 

441. Cf Bhagavadgita: VII. 4, 5. 

442. Ibid : 61. 13 : 

“tribhir gunamayairbhavairebhissarvamidam jagat 
mohitam nabhijanati mamebhyah paramavyayam” 

61. 14a : “dam hye?a gunamayl mama maya duratyaya”, and 

61. 25 : “naham praka6 assarvasya yogamayasamavrtah 

mudho ’yam nabhijanati loko mamajamavyayam” 

443. Ibid. 61. 14b : “mameva ye prapadyante mayametam taranti 
te” 

Cf. 19a : “bahunam janmanamante jnanavan mam prapadyate” 

444. ibid : 61. 16 : 

“caturvidha bhajante mam janassukrtino ’rjuna 
arto jijnasurartharthi jnani ca bharatarsabha” 

445. Ibid : 61. 17 : “tesam jnani nityayukta ekbhaktir vi6i?yate” 

Also Cf. 18a “..jnanitvatmaiva me matam” 
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The eighth chapter of the Gita deals with the distinction 
between things to be known (3, ff.) 446 and the methods to be 
followed (6, ff.) 447 by the devotees of the Lord, who had been 
classified in the preceding chapter as four-fold 448 — arta, jijhasu, 
artharthin and jhdnin, whose object is material gain, or self- 
realisation or the Lord Himself. 449 This is the essence of the 
twelfth verse of the Gitarthasahgraha . 4B0 

The ninth chapter of the Gita extols the glory of the Lord 
(4, ff.) 461 and refers to His transcendent and immutable character 
even while He takes up a human form, i.e, an incarnation (11, 
ff). 452 This chapter also mentions the greatness of noble men- 
mahatmans (13, ff.) 463 and deals with bhaktiyoga (22, ff). 464 This 
is what the thirteenth verse of the Sahgraha im points out. 

446. Ibid : VIII, 3 : “akgaram brahma paramam....” etc. 

447. Ibid : tfl. 0 : 

“yam yam vapi smaran bhavam tyajatyante kalebaram 

tarn tamevaiti kaunteya sada tadbhavabhavitah” 

448. Vide f.n. 444. Strictly speaking, this is a three-fold 
classification, arta and artharthin, being one in essence.' Cf. Ramanuja's 
bha?ya on the Gita : VIII: 16, p. 218 (Kanci edn). “artah bhragtais varyah, 
punastatpraptikamah ; artharthl apraptais varyataya ais varyakamahj 
tayor mukhabhedamatram ; ais'varyavigayatayaikyadeka evadhikarah”. 

449. Cf. Ramanuja's bha?ya on the Gita : VII. 16 : “jijfiasuh 
prakrtiviyuktatmasvarupavapticchuh; jnanamevasya svarupamiti 
jijnasurityuktam ; jnani ca...bhagavacchesataikarasatmasvarupavit 
prakrtiviyutakevalatmanyaparyavasyan bhagavantam prepsuh 
bhagavantameva paramaprapyam manvanah”. 

450. Vide : “aisvaryaksarayathatmyabhagavaccaranarthinam 

vedyopadeyabhavanamagtame bheda ucyate” 

451. Cf. Bhagavadgita : IX. 4 : “maya tatamidam sarvam...” etc. 

452. Ibid : tfl. 11 : “avajananti mam mutjha manugim 
tanumas'ritam”, etc. 

453. Ibid : IX. 13 : 

“mahatmanastu maiii partha daivim prakrtimasritalj 
bajantyananyamanaso jfiatva bhutadimavyayam” 

454. Ibid: tfl. 22 : “ananyas'cintayanto mam”, etc. 

s 'l. 26 : “patram pusparii...bhaktya prayacchati” etc. 
s'l. 29 : “samo’ham.bhaktya mayi te, te?u capyaham” 

455. Vide : “svamahatmyammanu?yatve paratvamca mahatmanam 

visego navame yogo bhaktirupah prakirtitah” 
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The next verse 466 mentions that the tenth chapter of the 
Gita deals elaborately with the innumerable virtues of the Lord 
(1 to 41) and His absolute control over the entire universe (42). 467 
This aims at producing and fostering devotion in man. 

Chapter eleven of the Gita points out that the Lord graced 
Arjuna with divine vision to enable him see His Cosmic Form 
(visvarupa) (8). 468 This chapter brings out the great importance 
of bhakti by saying that even knowing ( vidi ) and attaining the 
Supreme iprapti) could take place only through bhakti (54). 469 
This, in short, is the substance of the fifteenth stanza of the 
Sahgraha . 46 ° 

The sixteenth verse of the Gitarthasahgraha 461 addresses 
itself to chapter twelve of the Gita, which dwells upon the 
superior character of the path of Devotion (bhakti) and the means 

456. Vide tfl. 14 : “svakalyanaguijanantyakrtsnasvadhlnatamatih 

bhaktyutpattivividdhyartha visti rna da^amodita” 

457. Cf. Bhagavadgita : X. 42 : 

“athava bahunaitena kim jnatena tavarjuna 
vistabhyaham idam krtsnamekamsena sthito jagat” 

458. Ibid : XI, 5 : 

“pas ya me partha rupani satas'o ’tha sahasrasah 
nanavidhani divyani nanavarnakrtlni ca” 

Ibid : tfl. 8 : 

“na tu mam s'aksyase drastumanenaiva svacak^usa 
divyam dadami te caksuh pasya me yogamais'varam” 

459. Ibid : XI. 54 : 

“bhaktyatvananyaya s' akya ahamevamvidho ‘rjuna 
jnatum drag turn ca tattvena pravegtum ca parantapa” 

460. Vide : “ekadas'e sva^athatmyasakgatkaravalokanam 

dattam, uktaiii vidipraptyor bhaktyekopayata tatha” 

Commenting upon the term “avalokanam” of this verse, Desika 
says (p.9): “avalokyate aneneti avalokanamiha divyam caksuh” 

461. Vide : “bhaktes'sraigthyam, upayoktihas'aktasyatmanigthata 

tatprakarastvatipritlr bhakte dvadas'a ucyate” 
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of achieving it (9 and 10). 462 It also reveals that one incapable 
of practising bhaktiyoga could take up the path of Action {karma) 
and Knowledge (jhanayoga ) and sets forth the accessories of 
jndna (13, ff). 463 This chapter also reveals that the Lord is 
extremely affectionate to one devoted to Himself 164 (20). 

Chapter 13, according to Yamuna, reveals the real nature 
of the body, the means of realising the self (7, ff) 466 which is shown 
to be distinct from the physical body (12, ff) 466 and also the cause 
of bondage of the self in the body (21). 467 This chapter further 
enumerates the distinguishing characteristics of the self (24). 468 
This, in a nutshell, is the teaching of the seventeenth sloka of 
the Gitarthasahgraha. m 

462. Cf. Bhagavadgita : XII, 9 and 10 : 

“atha cittam samadhatum na saknosi mayi sthiram 
abhyasayogena tato mamicchaptum dhananjaya 
abhyase ’pyasamartho'si matkarmaparamo bhava 
madarthamapi karmaiji kurvan siddhimavapsyasi” 

463. Ibid : dl. 13 : 

“adve$ta sarvabhutanam maitrah karuna eva ca 
nirmamo nirahankarassamadubkhasukhah k§ami” 

464. Ibid : Ml. 20 : 

“ye tu dharmyamrtamidam yathoktam paryupasate 
sraddadhana matparama bhaktaste ’tiva me priyah” 

465. Ibid. XIII. 7 : 

“amanitvamadambhitvamahimsa k§antirarjavam 
acaryopasanam saucam sthairyamatmavinigrahah” 

466. Ibid : 41 12 : 

“jfieyam yattat pravak?yami yajjnatvamrtamas'nute 
anadimat param brahma na sattannasaducyate” 

467. Ibid : 41 21 : 

“purusah prakrtistho hi bhunkte prakrtijan gunan 
karapam gupasango ’sya sadasadyonijanmasu” 

468. Ibid : si. 24 : 

“dhyanenatmani pas'yanti kecidatmanamatmana 
anye sankhyena yogena karmayogena capare” 

469. Vide : “dehasvarupamatmaptihetur atmavi^odhanam 

bandhahetur vivekas'ca trayodas'a udiryate” 
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Chapter 14 explains how the qualities of the material 
Nature bind the soul, how they become the agents of action and 
also the way of getting clear of these qualities (26). 470 The fact 
that the Lord alone forms the source of the three goals— ak$ara, 
aisvarya and bhagavatprapti, is also pointed out in this chapter. 
This is what Yamuna refers to in the eighteenth verse of the 
text. 471 

The fifteenth chapter of the Gita speaks of the Puru$ottama 
or the Supreme Lord, as distinguished from what Yamuna 
describes as acinmis'ra-cetana and visuddha-cetana, meaning 
thereby the k$ara and the ak?ara of the Gita (the embodied self 
as well as the released self), on the ground of His being the 
pervader, supporter and master of them. 472 

Chapter sixteen mentions that the injunctions of a s'dstra 
should be observed by all, sifter classifying the thoughts and 
actions of men into the daiva (divine) and the asura (demoniac) 
types. This has. been done in order to strengthen man’s 
understanding regarding the Highest Reality and the means he 
has to adopt to attain It. This is the summary of the twentieth 
stanza of the Sahgraha , 47S 

470. Cf. Bhagavadgita : XIV 26 : 

“mSm ca yo ‘vyabhicarena bhaktiyogena sevate 

sa gunan samatltyaitan brahmabhuyaya kalpate” 

471. Vide GS. 41 18 : 

“gunabandhavidha te§am kartitvam tennivartanam 

gatitrayasvamulatvam caturdasa udiryate” 

472. Ibid. si. 19 : 

“acinmisrad visuddhacca cetanat purus ottamah” 

Vyapanad bharanat svamyad anyah pancadas'oditah” 

Cf. Bhagavadgita : XV 17 : 

“uttamah purugastvanyah paramatmeyudahrtah 

yo lokatrayamavisya bibhartyavyaya Isvarah” 

473. Vide : “dovasuravibhagoktipurvika sastravas'yata 

tattvanusthanavijnanasthemne Kotlas'a ucyate” 
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Chapter 17 clarifies that all acts done against the sanctions 
of the s'astra become asura or demoniac in • character. 474 Acts 
enjoined by the scriptures are of different types, according to the 
three qualities ( sattvika , rajasa and tdmasa). The chief charac¬ 
teristic or the symbol or the insignia of that which is sastraic is 
said to be marked by the three syllables, ‘om’, ‘tat’ and ‘ sat \ 476 This, 
in short, is the essence of the twenty-first verse of the Sahgraha.*' 16 

The last chapter of the Gita is said in the 22nd verse of 
the Sahgraha 477 to deal with the manner of ascribing the agency 
of acts to the Lord (14), 478 the desirability of establishing one's 
own self in the quality of sattva, the evolution of one's own action 
and the most, important teaching ( bhakti and prapatti ), 479 

The further verses (23 to 32) of the Sahgraha are 
supplementary in nature, explaining the significance and conno¬ 
tation of the three yogas , the paramabhakti, the fruits they bring 
in, and the like. 

By Karmayoga is meant performance of acts like penance, 
resorting to holy places, giving away things, sacrifices, etc. 480 By 
Jhanayoga is meant meditation on the pure self with the mind 
under full control. 481 Bhaktiyoga is to be interpreted as concen¬ 
tration, etc. on the Lord and also on venerable persons with one- 
pointed love. 482 


474. Cf. Gita : XVII, 5, ff: “asastravihitam ghoram...” etc. 

475. Ibid : XVII, 23, ff. 

476. Vide : “as'astramasuram krtsnam s'astriyam gunatah pfthak 

laksapam s'astrasiddhasya tridha saptadas'oditam” 

477. Vide : “Is'vare kartrtabuddhissattvopadeyatantime 

svakarmaparinamasca s'astrasarartha ucyate” 

478. Cf. Gita : XVIII. 14 : 

“adhi?thanam tatha karta karanaih ca prthagvidham 
vividhas'ca prthak ce?fa daivam caivatra pancamam” 

479. s'l. 64 of the Gita : “sarvaguhyatamaiii bhuyalj..” etc., 

introduces this point, and sis. 65 : “manmana bhava madbhaktah...”, 
and 66 : “sarvadharman parityajya”, explain it. r 

480. Vide GS. s'l. 23a : “karmayogastapastlrthadanayajnadi- \ 

sevanam” 

481. Ibid: si. 23b: “jnanayogo jitasvantaihparisuddhatmani sthitih” 

482. Ibid : s'1.24a : “bhaktiyogah paraikantapritya dhyanadisu 
sthitih” 
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It is also pointed out by Yamuna that these three yogas can 
intermix to some degree. The obligatory and the occasional rites 
are associated with them to a little extent, and the performance 
of these rites should also be understood as a form of worshipping 
the Supreme. 483 All these three yogas result in self-realisation 
through concentration. 484 The understanding that one's own self 
is naturally subservient to the Supreme, arises in one free from 
the spell of ignorance, and this understanding takes one up to 
a superior state df Devotion, called technically Parabhakti, 
through which the Highest is attained. 486 Bhaktiyoga, it is said, 
can bring in immense material prosperity, should the man 
practising it desire so. But if the realisation of the self alone 
happens to be his aim, Bhaktiyoga, along with the Karma and 
Jhana yogas, will realise it. But, in either case, it is essential 
for the man to be a devotee of the Lord. If, however, the man 
is solely intent on attaining the Supreme Being forever, he would 
certainly attain his aim. 486 

The remaining four stanzas of the text (£ls. 29-32) dwell 
upon and glorify the characteristics of a man of wisdom {jhanin ) 
and also lay down instructions regarding his code of conduct. 

The jhanin is characterised as one who is exclusively 
devoted to the Lord, and who has his very life sustained thereby. 
His devotion to the Lord will be so intense that for him sukha 
and dufykha are his contact with and separation from the Lord 
respectively. He attains his original state as an individual self by 
engaging himself in various activities connected with the Lord, 
as for example, contemplating on' Him, praising His glory, 
repeating His holy names, and saluting Him. He performs all 


483. Ibid. : sis. 24b-25a : 

“trayanamapi yoganam tribhiranyonyasahgamali 
nityanaimittikanam ca pararadhanarupinam” 

484. Ibid : s'l. 25b: “atmadr^teh trayo'pyete yogadvarena sadhakah” 

485. Ibid : s'1.26 : 

“nirastanikhilajnano drstvatnianatii paranugam 
pratilabhya param bhaktim tayaivapnoti tatpadam” 

486. Ibid : sis. 27 and 28. 
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acts, from the enjoined ones upto bhakti, out of mere disinterested 
love for the Supreme. He should also give up the notion that these 
various activities are the means ( upaya or sadhana) to mok$a. 
Rather, he should consider the Lord Himself as the means 
thereof. 

The Lord can be attained by one who takes pleasure in 
serving Him exclusively and for all time. In conclusion, Yamuna 
points out that the text of the Bhagavadgita is mainly concerned 
with a man of the above description. 487 

(d) The Agamapramanya 

The next work under study, the Agamapramanya, is 
devoted to establish the revealed character ( apauru$eyatva ) of 
the Pahcaratra-dgama literature. The fact that Yamuna had to 
write this indicates that the Pancaratra was subjected to serious 
criticisms regarding its authenticity. The celebrated Mimamsaka, 
Kumarilabhatta condemned Pancaratra as non-Vedic 488 and the 
commentary of Sankaracarya on the Pancaratradhikarana 480 
pointed out the opposition between certain of its philosophical 
tenets and those of the Vedanta. So the situation demanded a 
thorough scholastic approach, and it is in reply to all such critics 
that Yamuna wrote the Agamapramanya. 

In this work, Yamuna answers the queries raised by the 
Bhatfas, the Prabhakaras and Advaitins regarding the validity 
of Pancaratra. The Naiyayika's position with regard to Agama 
is also introduced here; for all practiced purposes, it is identical 
with that of the Siddhantin. The Siddhantin, although he claims 


487. Vide GS. 4 Is. 29-32 : 

“jfianl tu paramaikanti tadayattatmajivanah 
tatsaiiisle^aviyogaikasukhaduhkhas tadekadhlh 

bhagavaddhyanayogoktivandanastutikirtanaih 
labdhatma tadgatapranamanobuddhlndriyakriyah 
nijakarmadi bhaktyantam kuryat prityaiva karitah 
upayatam parityajya nyaset deve tu tamabhili 
ekantatyantadasyaikaratis tatpadmapnuyat 
tatpradhanamidam sastramiti gitarthasangrahah” 

488. See Tantra Vartika pp. 114, 115. 

489. See Brahmasutra : II. ii. 42-45. 
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total validity for the Agamas on the ground of their being the 
composition of an Omniscient and Supreme Creator-God, differs 
from the Naiyayika in maintaining that the Vedas are impersonal 
in character ( apauru$eya ), that is to say, that they were not 
composed by any person, human or divine. It may be noted that 
he, unlike the Naiyayika, holds that the means of proving the 
existence of God is not Inference ( anumana ) but s'ruti itself. These 
are the two main differences between the Siddhantin and the 
Naiyayika, so far as the validity of the Agamas is concerned. 

The following is a brief account of the arguments advanced 
by the critics of the Pancaratra school and their refutation by 
Yamuna. Followers of this school claim authority for their 
Agamas in toto on the ground that they are the direct unterances 
of Lord Vasudeva. So, naturally, the Mimamsaka (Bha$ta), who 
upholds the sole authority of the Veda and who denies the 
existence of a Supreme Person, becomes the adversary whom 
Yamuna has to tackle first. 

The Bhatfa-Mimamsaka's Criticism 

The Mimamsaka, first of all, examines the source of these 
Pahcardtra-agamas. 

The Pancaratra, like the Agama of any other school speaks 
of a certain thing as the summum bonum of life and prescribes 
a number of rites like dik$a (Initiation) and aradhana (worship) 
of the Lord as the means thereof. This cause-and-effect relation¬ 
ship between the rites and the resulting heaven, etc., cannot, 
according to the Mimamsaka, be verified by any means of 
knowledge. 

Ocular perception (pratyak$a ), however powerful it might 
be, has to obey its own natural laws, and so it cannot reveal the 
desired causal connection that subsists between these rites and 
heaven, etc. Here, the Mimamsaka attacks the theory of the 
supremacy of a certain Person, advanced by the Naiyayikas in 
support of the ab.ove argument. According to the Mimamsaka, 
there does not exist any person possessing unlimited power, 
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knowledge, etc., who presides over this entire universe. Even if 
such a wide perception is accepted, he argues that it cannot be 
proved that that perception alone realised the desired causal 
connection between Initiation and heaven, etc. The Mimamsaka 
thus rules out the possibility of yogic pratyak$a being a means 
of understanding the above relation. 

Inference ( anumana ), likewise, is stated to be incapable of 
establishing the desired relationship between the means and the 
end, because the knowledge of invariable concomitance, which is 
the source of anumana, is absent here. Nobody can know the 
invariable relationship that exists between Initiation and heaven, 
where heaven happens to lie beyond the scope of human 
perception. 

The Mimamsaka then obsei-ves that there is no Vedic 
statement ( dgama ) which preserves injunctions stating that 
Initiation is instrumental to heaven. Agamas are of two types: 
those connected with human beings as their works and those for 
which there is no author at all. Of these, the first type of agamas 
is not authoritative, since it is, after all, the composition of 
human beings who are subject to passions like love and hatred 
and are therefore, prone to err. As for the second type, there is 
no revealed text that is in favour of the desired causal connection. 
Thus the Mimamsaka states that there is no text which can 
reveal the sadhyasadhana relation between the rites these 
Aamas ordain, and the fruits that are said to accompany the 
performance of those rites. 

Comparison ( upamana ), the next means of knowledge, too, 
cannot reveal this relationship. Comparison takes place between 
two objects well-known. Since the original Vedic text is itself not 
known here, comparing another statement with it is highly 
impossible. 

The next pramdpa examined by the Mimamsaka is 
circumstantial Presumption ( arthapatti ). This is also found to be 
not helpful in establishing the desired relationship. ‘Incompati¬ 
bility' which forms the source of this pramapa, is absent in the 
present case. Again the Agamas cannot stand comparison with 
Manusmrti and such other works, in whose case arthapatti- 
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pramdpa is applied. Moreover, the aphorism “api va 
kartrsamanydt...’ Hao of Jaimini, which the Pancaratrins try to 
press into service to uphold the validity of their Agamas, 
sanctions authority only to smrti -works like those of Manu and 
others, but not to works like the Pancaratragamas. Smrtis obtain 
validity only when the rites enjoined by them are performed by 
those who also perform the other Vedic rites, as for instance, the 
sandhyavandana (saluting the Twilight). But the rites ordained 
by the Pdncaratra works are not at all performed by those who 
carry out the Vedic rites. At the same time, those who follow these 
Tantric practices are severely condemned by the Vedic people, and 
hence it is beyond all doubt that these Agamas are non-Vedic. 

The Mimamsaka then states that the followers of these 
Agamas who are called Bhagavatas m are not Brahmins at all. 
They, no doubt, maintain knots of hair and other Brahmanical 
marks, but this is no indication of their true caste. 492 Such marks 
are found even on the bodies of the s'udras, who try to delude 
the people about their true nature. 

The Bhagavatas are also called Sattvatas. This different 
terminology, however, cannot be explained as due to some social 
distinction of these people, on the analogy of the two terms, 
‘brahmana’ and ‘parivrdjaka ’. These Sattvatas, along with 
sudhanva, dcarya and others, are said to belong to a particular 
community called the vais'ya-vratya community. 493 


490. PM. I. iii. 2 : “api va kartrsamanyat pramanamanumanam 

syat” 

491. IE I. p. 497 : 

“The followers of the Pancaratra were apparently not allowed 
originally to adopt the Vedic forms of worship...” 

492. PPM. p. 101 : 

“Kumarila and Prabhakara alike, do not admit of such ‘jatis’ as 
‘brahnianatva’, ‘ksatriyatva’ and the like, all of which cannot be 
perceived by the senses. What is meant by calling a man ‘Brahmana’ is 
not that he belongs to any such ‘jati’, but only that he is descended from 
a particular line of ancestors. The purity of descent has to be accepted 
until there is sufficient proof to the contrary”. 

493. MS. X. 23 :“vais'yattu jayate vratyat sudhanva “carya eva ca 

bharu?asca nijanghas'ca maitrassattvata eva ca” 
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It is to this outcaste-community that the term Sdttvata 
conventionally refers. Etymology may, however, allow the term 
Sdttvata, to mean the devotee of the Lord, as opposed to the 
conventional sense. But the Mimamsaka, citing the 
rathakaranyaya, m states that when both the etymological and 
conventional significances are applicable in one and the same 
place, it is only the conventional sense that has to be preferred 
to the etymological. Thus, he states that here too, the term 
Sdttvata should be taken only in its conventional sense, referring 
to the particular vais'ya-vratya community mentioned to above. 

The Mimamsaka then identifies these Bhagavatas with 
Sattvatas on the similarity of their activities, as for example, 
worshipping in temples for livelihood, administering Initiation, 
living by the food offered to the Lord ( naivedya ), performing 
sacraments like garbhddhana —not in the familiar Vedic way, but 
in an entirely different and peculiar way—using the nirmalaya 
of the Lord, etc. Again, these Bhagavatas are identified with 
Devalakas, on the evidence of many smftis, since they are found 
to trade in image-worship, which is spoken of as the means of 
livelihood for the Devalakas. So it is concluded that the 
Pancaratra which is professed by these Bhagavatas who are 
clearly outside the pale of the Vedas, cannot lay claims to any 
authority. 

The Mimamsaka then examines the internal evidence of 
these Agamas. He takes up the statement found in one of these 
Agamas : “Sandilya took to a study of these Agamas being unable 
to achieve the highest good in all the four Vedas”. This, he says, 
discloses the nature of these texts, since it under-estimates the 
instrumentality of even the Vedas with regard to salvation. 

Even on the side of instruction, the Dik$d (Initiation) that 
these Agamas enjoin on a man to qualify him to worship the Lord, 
it is argued, is a clear mark of the non-Vedic character of these 
texts. Upanayana, the Vedic sacrament, is sufficient for this. But 
still, these Agamas require dik$a over and above the-general. 
upanayana, and this is enough to indicate their non-Vedic nature. 


494. PM. VI. i. 44-50. 
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Again, these Agama-texts do not find a place in the well- 
recognised traditional list of the fourteen branches of knowledge 
(vidyasthana), consisting of the four Vedas, their six accessories, 
the Mlmamsa, the Nydya, the Purana and the Dharmasdsira , 496 
accepted as authorities on matters of Dharma. 

The Mimamsaka, however, admits that the Agamas enjoin 
worship of the Lord, which one may mistake for indicating their 
Vedic nature. These and similar other instances, he warns, 
should not be taken as indicating the true nature of these texts. 
They are merely hypocritical. This is so because, these texts, at 
a number of places, also pour down instructions regarding 
mundane practices like charming persons and exorcising evil 
spirits. Also “there is too much black magic and superstition ” 496 
in them. These instructions are calculated only to delude the 
common people. They are not in keeping with the spirit of a text 
purporting to be based on the Vedas. Therefore, even a stray case 
of ordaining worship should rightly be regarded as hypocritical. 
The correct conclusion is that these Agamas are not Vedic. 

* * * 

The Vedas, according to the Mimamsaka, are apauru$eya, 
without an author. The Naiyayika, however, argues that even 
Vedas have an author, being the work of Isvara, the Omniscient 
Lord, since they consist of sentences ( vakya ) which would 
ultimately point to an author. This author could not be human, 
since the Vedas deal with supra-mundane results like heaven 
which are outside the ken of human beings. The Mimamsaka 
refutes this argument. According to him, this reasoning would 
ultimately result in the authorship of only a human being 
possessing a physical body and limited knowledge, but not in the 
desired authorship of an Omniscient Lord. It is well-known that 
physical body is only the result of the previous merit and demerit 
of a particular being. This position, therefore, does not apply to 
the divine authorship of the Vedas. If it would apply, it would 
directly affect the authoritative character of the Vedas them- 
selves. Pharma, which lies beyond the scope of the ordinary 

495. YS. 1-3 : 

“purapanyayamimaibsadharmas'astrangamisritab 

vedassthanani vidyanam dharmasya ca caturdasa” 


496. IP I. p. 499. 
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means of knowledge, cannot be revealed by vakyas composed by 
human beings. 

Regarding creation and dissolution of this world, the 
Mimamsaka is of the view that they are not instantaneous 
operations. “Prabhakara and Kumarila alike, deny absolutely the 
validity of the belief in the periodic creation and dissolution of j 

all things. They accept a constant process of becoming and 
passing away ...” 497 Thus, for instance, the Prabhakara, “though < 

he admits that the universe is made of constituent parts, and that 
as such it must have a beginning and an end in time, yet he finds ; 

no reason for believing that the universe, as a whole, had a 
beginning at any one point of time, or that it would all come to 4 

an end at any one point. Hence, if the constituent factors of the f 

universe have a beginning, they must also cease one after the ! 

other; in fact, this is what is actually found to be the case in 1 

everyday experience ”. 498 Creation of the earth, for instance, I 

therefore, means a gradual but not simultaneous accumulation s 

of mass, and dissolution, likewise, is a gradual reduction of it. 1 

f 

Continuing, the Mimamsaka says that a Supreme Being 
need not at all be postulated to account for entities like the hills, 
the earth and the oceans which we see. We, the human beings 
( jivas ) who are intelligent, could ourselves produce these entities 
through sacrifices, and as such, no postulation of a divine agent 
is justified. It . may be argued that a Supreme Person is to be 
assumed who can perceive the apurva or the unseen merit that 
arises out of the performance of acts (sacrifices) and which the 
human beings cannot decidedly see. This argument, according to 
the Mimamsaka, is only superficial. Human beings are not 
directly connected with the perception of the apurva, which is 
only the instrumental cause of things. It is enough if they 
understand the efficacy of the rites they perform. They get a 
knowledge of the productive capacity ( sakti ) of those rites 
through a study of the Vedas. This they can do, since they are 
endowed with intelligence. This is supported by the critic by 
citing the analogy of a potter who only understands the efficiency 

497. KM. p. 61. 

498. PPM. p. 87. See Slokavartika, Sambandhaksepaparihara, s Is. 47, 

68 and 113, where creation and dissolution of the universe are denied. 
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of the clay, the stick etc., but cannot have a direct perception of 
their productive capacity. 

He then attacks the Naiyayika's view that the entities 
obtaining in the world are liable to destruction on the ground 
that they consist of parts. All entities like the earth and the Sun, 
according to the Mimamsaka, are eternal. The eternal character 
of these things is proved by the means of knowledge called 
Recognition (pratyabhijna ), which is a variety of ocular Percep¬ 
tion (pratyak$a ) and hence, is more powerful and valid than 
Inference ( anumana ). Recognition is of this type : “That earth 
(which the people of the past witnessed) is verily this (which I 
now see before me)” and “That Sun is verily this”, etc. People 
who lived in the past must have had similar recognitions with 
regard to these and other entities, and people who live in future 
will also have similar recognitions. There is thus a continuity 
of knowledge regarding these things during all periods of time— 
past, present and future. This, argues the Mimaihsaka, proves 
that these entities are eternal. 

Again, he criticises the Nyaya-theory that an agent for this 
universe can be inferred, who is possessed of qualities like 
lordship and omniscience and who, at the same time, is devoid 
of a physical body. Referring to worldly experience, he says that 
every entity that is produced points to an agent, a human being, 
who is found to be dependent, and to possess limited knowledge 
and a physical body. So the Creator of the world would necessarily 
have to be in possession of a physical body. If this is admitted, 
then it would naturally follow that his body is also liable to 
destruction like any other physical body, being composed of parts. 
So, the inference of a Supreme Being as Creator for this universe 
is quite untenable . 499 

The critic further argues that the knowledge of invariable 
concomitance ( vyapti ), which is the very life of anumana 

499. PPM. p. 87 : “As the Naiyayika bases his argument on the 
analogy of the carpenter supervising and guiding the making of wooden 
articles, and as this carpenter is a bodied being, the analogy, extended 
a little further, would prove this supervising ‘God’ also to be a bodied 
being ; but at the same time we know that no bodied being can exercise 
any intelligent control over such subtle things as the atoms, Dharma 
and Adharma”. 
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(Inference), should not stop merely at pointing to an intelligent 
agent. All the particularities associated with the agent, like his 
possession of a physical body, limited knowledge, etc., which are 
understood along with invariable concomitance, should also be 
taken into account, without any exception. 

He then launches his attack against the creative and other 
activities of the Supreme Person inferred by the Naiyayika. 600 An 
agent in general is found to be present at a particular place and 
do a bit of work at a particular time, with the necessary 
instruments, and with a view to achieving some fruit. When this 
is our practical experience,it is difficult for us to imagine an ultra¬ 
mundane God engaged in creating, maintaining and destroying 
the entire universe, without any appointed place and time, and 
that too, for no purpose at all, since it is declared that all the 
desires of that Creator-God are fully realised by Him. Even if it 
is admitted that there exists such a Lord who does all this, the 
motive behind His activities cannot be explained. It cannot be out 
of mere sport (kridd) that the Supreme Being is doing all this, 
since it is known that He is already happy, with all His desires 
realised. If to create is His nature which cannot be overcome, it 
only* means that the Lord has no independence. He creates, 
maintains and destroys the universe restlessly, without a definite 
plan of His own, being impelled by His own irresistible nature 
to create. But if it is said that He creates the beings out of pure 
mercy, then the actual state of affairs obtaining in the creation 
proves the contrary. Many of the beings are not happy, and they 
should have been created happy, if the Creator were merciful. If 

500. KM. pp. 62-63 : “Kumarila ridicules the idea of the existence 
of Prajapati before creation of matter; without a body, how could he feel 
desire? If he possessed a body, then matter must have existed before his 
creative activity and there is no reason to deny then, the existence of 
other bodies. Nor is there any intelligible motive for creation; granted 
that, when the world exists, conditions are regulated by merit and 
demerit, originally there was no merit or demerit, and the creation of 
a world full of misery was inexcusable, for it is idle to argue that a 
creator could only produce a world in which there is sin and pain. Yet, 
if his action is conditioned, he cannot be omnipotent. If, again it is 
alleged that the creation was for his amusement, this contradicts the 
theory that he is perfectly happy, and would involve him in much 
wearisome toil”. 
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the individual's past karman is itself held responsible for his 
misery, then again, the independence of the Creator-God gets 
impaired. So, the Mimamsaka declares that there could be no 
1 person who creates the world 601 with a direct knowledge of 

dharma and adharma and who could also compose the Vedas. 

He then examines the claim that the Pancardtra -texts are 
as valid as the Vedas themselves, on the ground that they both 
are the compositions of God. He reiterates his stand that the 
Vedas are not composed by any person, human or divine. 
Revealed as they are, their authority is unquestioned. They are 
eternal since their author is not at all remembered, while he 
* deserves to be remembered. Such is not the case with works like 

the Ramdyana and the Mahabharata, whose authors like Valmiki 
and Vyasa deserve to be remembered and are also remembered. 
Since such a remembrance of the author is absent in the case of 
Vedas, it is to be admitted without further hesitation that the 
Vedas are not written by anybody. The author of the Pancaratra- 
works, on the other hand, is known to be Vasudeva. After an 
impartial consideration of these facts, one would be forced to 
admit that these Agamas are not eternal or revealed, and that 
they do not deserve comparison with the eternal Vedas in respect 
of authority. 

He then draws a distinction between the Vedas and the 
Agamas. The chief characteristic of the Vedas is that they consist 
- of sentences which have got a particular sequence ( krama ). The 

sentences cannot be changed of their sequence by persons that 
may, from time to time, repeat them. But in the case of the 
Paficaratra-texts, there being no such rigid sequence, people may 


501. Ibid. p. 64 : 

“Though the existence of a creator is denied, the Mimamsa accepts 
without reserve the doctrine of the existence of the self or soul and 
&abarasvamin elaborates the case for its existence ; Prabhakara and 
Kumarila both develop the theme in close accordance with his view. The 
necessity of the existence of the self for the Mimamsa rests on its 
fundamental assumption that the sacrifices are performed to secure, in 
many cases, a reward not in this life. There must, therefore, be an 
eternal entity, distinct from the body, the sense-organs, and cognitions, 
which is both the doer of actions and the reaper of their reward.” 
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(Inference), should not stop merely at pointing to an intelligent 
agent. All the particularities associated with the agent, like his 
possession of a physical body, limited knowledge, etc., which are 
understood along with invariable concomitance, should also be 
taken into account, without any exception. 

He then launches his attack against the creative and other 
activities of the Supreme Person inferred by the Naiyayika. 600 An 
agent in general is found to be present at a particular place and 
do a bit of work at a particular time, with the necessary 
instruments, and with a view to achieving some fruit. When this 
is our practical experience,it is difficult for us to imagine an ultra¬ 
mundane God engaged in creating, maintaining and destroying 
the entire universe, without any appointed place and time, and 
that too, for no purpose at all, since it is declared that all the 
desires of that Creator-God are fully realised by Him. Even if it 
is admitted that there exists such a Lord who does all this, the 
motive behind His activities cannot be explained. It cannot be out 
of mere sport (kric}d) that the Supreme Being is doing all this, 
since it is known that He is already happy, with all His desires 
realised. If to create is His nature which cannot be overcome, it 
only- means that the Lord has no independence. He creates, 
maintains and destroys the universe restlessly, without a definite 
plan of His own, being impelled by His own irresistible nature 
to create. But if it is said that He creates the beings out of pure 
mercy, then the actual state of affairs obtaining in the creation 
proves the contrary. Many of the beings are not happy, and they 
should have been created happy, if the Creator were merciful. If 

500. KM. pp. 62-63 : “Kumarila ridicules the idea of the existence 
of Prajapati before creation of matter; without a body, how could he feel 
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creative activity and there is no reason to deny then, the existence of 
other bodies. Nor is there any intelligible motive for creation; granted 
that, when the world exists, conditions are regulated by merit and 
demerit, originally there was no merit or demerit, and the creation of 
a world full of misery was inexcusable, for it is idle to argue that a 
creator could only produce a world in which there is sin and pain. Yet, 
if his action is conditioned, he cannot be omnipotent. If, again it is 
alleged that the creation was for his amusement, this contradicts the 
theory that he is perfectly happy, and would involve him in much 
wearisome toil”. 
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the individual's past karman is itself held responsible for his 
misery, then again, the independence of the Creator-God gets 
impaired. So, the MImamsaka declares that there could be no 
person who creates the world 601 with a direct knowledge of 
dharma and adharma and who could also compose the Vedas. 

He then examines the claim that the Pancaratra -texts are 
as valid as the Vedas themselves, on the ground that they both 
are the compositions of God. He reiterates his stand that the 
Vedas are not composed by any person, human or divine. 
Revealed as they are, their authority is unquestioned. They are 
eternal since their author is not at all remembered, while he 
deserves to be remembered. Such is not the case with works like 
the Ramdyana and the Mahabharata, whose authors like Valimki 
and Vyasa deserve to be remembered and are also remembered. 
Since such a remembrance of the author is absent in the case of 
Vedas, it is to be admitted without further hesitation that the 
Vedas are not written by anybody. The author of the Pancaratra- 
works, on the other hand, is known to be Vasudeva. After an 
impartial consideration of these facts, one would be forced to 
admit that these Agamas are not eternal or revealed, and that 
they do not deserve comparison with the eternal Vedas in respect 
of authority. 

He then draws a distinction between the Vedas and the 
Agamas. The chief characteristic of the Vedas is that they consist 
of sentences which have got a particular sequence ( krama ). The 
sentences cannot be changed of their sequence by persons that 
may, from time to time, repeat them. But in the case of the 
Pancaratra-texts, there being no such rigid sequence, people may 

501. Ibid. p. 64 : 

“Though the existence of a creator is denied, the MImamsa accepts 
without reserve the doctrine of the existence of the self or soul and 
^abarasvamin elaborates the case for its existence ; Prabhakara and 
Kumarila both develop the theme in close accordance with his view. The 
necessity of the existence of the self for the MImamsa rests on its 
fundamental assumption that the sacrifices are performed to secure, in 
many cases, a reward not in this life. There must, therefore, be an 
eternal entity, distinct from the body, the sense-organs, and cognitions, 
which is both the doer of actions and the reaper of their reward.” 
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effect changes in their sequence, at their own free will. This 
sequence is itself enough, argues the Mi mams aka, to distinguish 
the Vedas from the Pancaratra. 

He then turns his attention to the contention of the 
Pancaratrins that the author of their Agamas is the Omniscient 
Lord and that His Omniscience is not due to any of the well- 
known means of knowledge but that it is quite natural with Him. 
The critic points out that it is quite unreasonable to say that a 
person could get knowledge even without a proper study of the 
Vedas and such other texts. Further, there is no Vedic 
statement 602 to the effect that the Supreme Being became 
Omniscient even without the well-known means of knowledge. 
Even if such a text is somehow traced , 603 the Mimarhsaka 
suggests that it should only be explained as an arthavada — 
explanatory passage. To be clear, since the Lord is, in many cases, 
known to possess knowledge, etc., invariably, He is figuratively 
said to possess knowledge etc., naturally. This is the way of 
explaining such texts as eulogistic passages. Thus, the signifi¬ 
cance of such texts is always to be understood as secondary but 
not primary. He further points out that even if such a Person 
with inborn knowledge, etc., is admitted to exist, there could still 
be nothing to the credit or advantage of the Pancaratra texts as 
such. 

As a matter of fact, the Mimamsaka does not accept a 
Supreme Being as such . 604 God, according to him, is only that 


502. But actually there is a Vedic text which speaks of the Lord's 
knoweldge as natural. The Mimamsaka in the next sentence, meets this 
objection also. 

503. The Bhatta has, in his mind, the Svetas'vatara text: “na tasya 
karyam karanam ca vidyate, svabhaviki jnanabalakriya ca” (III. 6), 
which states clearly that the Lord's Knowledge, Power, etc., are natural 
with Him but not due to any means. 

504. Vide the following extracts from KM : 

“The Mimamsa, in both schools, is confident that there is no 
question of rewards coming from the deity to whom the offerings are 
made ; no deity is either eternal or omnipresent and there could be no 
assurance of it ever receiving the numerous offerings made by diverse 
votaries, apart from the difficulty of the deity conferring rewards.” I 

(p. 74). I 
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particular term of the authoritative Vedic text (such as “agni” 
in the mantra “agnaye svdha”), which is itself understood to be 
the recipient of the offerings made in a sacrifice, in a particular 
context . 606 

Continuing the previous discussion that the author of the 
PaUcardtra could not be Omniscient, the Mimamsaka points out 
that even the Pasupata ( Saiva ) holds that Siva, the author of 
their own Agamas, is the only Omniscient Being. Similar is the 
case with other religious schools. All promulgators of religions, 
however, cannot be admitted to be Omniscient because of the 
divergent views held by them regarding metaphysical issues. 
Thus, it is difficult to state who actually is Omniscient, since 
scriptural texts glorify, for instance, both Siva and Vasudeva as 
Omniscient. The Mimamsaka therefore concludes that the 
Pancaratra could only be the work of some deceitful person 
bearing the name ‘Vasudeva’. Another point of discredit to the 
Pancaratra is that Vasudeva, in the Pur anas, is stated to have 
deceived demons by teaching them the non-Vedic systems of 
thought, assuming the form of Mayamohana 606 and others. It is 
therefore proper to suppose that this Pancaratra too, which is 


“Despite its emphatic denial of the existence of a Supreme Lord, 
the Sarvasiddhantasangraha (VIII. 40,41) treats the end of man as to 
be obtained by meditation upon, and worship of the Supreme Spirit 
which is’manifested in each man, and authors such as Apadeva and 
ff Laugak?ibhaskara declare that if the sacrifice is performed in honour of 

Govinda or the Creator Is vara, it leads to the highest good, basing this 
assertion on the authority of the Bhagavadgita.” (p. 76) 

| “It can hardly be assumed that these deities were not believed to 

be real by the founders of the Mimamsa. And there is nothing to show 
that Jaimini did not accept their existence. But the later doctrine, as 
evinced in such works as Devatdsvarupavicara of Apadeva, does not 
accept the validity of the descriptions of the deities given in the 
Puranas as showing the existence of such beings.” (p. 78). 

505. AP. p. 79 : “na hi kacit jatya devata namasti ; yaiva hi 
havihpratiyogitaya pramapabhutat s'abdadavagamyate, sa tatra devateti 
hi vassiddhantah.” 

506. Cf. ibid. p. 25 : “mayamohanavigrahepa haripa.” etc. See 

VP. III. chs. 17-18 for this story. 
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his own teaching, was deliberately designed by him to delude the 
people. It is in consonance with this that we find the orthodox 
Vedic followers not observing the rites ordained by these 
particular Agamas. 

Even granted that the Lord too studied the Vedas like 
Manu and others with a teacher, there is no need to attribute 
any originality to Him. It is difficult to imagine that He could 
understand the meaning of the Vedas even without the required 
study under the guidance of some teacher. 

Another reason to suppose that these Agamas are non-Vedic 
is that they are refuted by other smrti- works. The Pdhcardtra- 
works themselves draw a distinction between the Vedic and 
Tantric practices regarding one and the same rite. This 
distinction would be meaningless if these Agamas are really Vedic 
in character. 

An assessment of all the reasonings put forth above, says 
the Mimamsaka in fine, would only point to the non-Vedic 
character of the Pahcaratra system, so much so that there is no 
other choice than to conclude that it is purely the invention of 
a deceitful man. 

* 

The Naiydyika's Criticism 

The Naiyayika and his stand regarding the position of the 
Pahcaratra are introduced by Yamuna next. It has already been 
mentioned above that Yamuna has much in common with the 
Naiyayika regarding the existence of an Is'vara, the creation, etc., 
of the world by Him, His authorship regarding the 
Pahcaratragamas, etc. 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka that the Pahcaratra 
cannot be compared with Manusmrti and such other works. The 
Naiyayika points out that it is Manusmrti that cannot stand 
comparison with these Agamas and not the other way. These 
Agamas belong to the same class to which the Vedas belong. They 
both are derived from one and the same source, namely, the 
anubhava (experience or direct perception) of the Lord. So, there 
is no question of these texts themselves being based on the Vedas 
for their authority. Just as two different smrti- passages ordaining 
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the a$faka and dcamana- rites for instance, cannot be said to be 
mutually dependent, so with these Agamas and the Vedas. 
Whatever reason one might advance in support of the contention 
that the Vedas are the only authority on matters of dharma, can 
equally be applied to the Agamas too. 

The Vedas, according to the Naiyayika, are composed by 
Hvai'a, the Supreme Lord. They consist of sentences ( vakya) 
which unmistakably point to the authorship of some person, who 
possesses a direct knowledge of dharma and adharma, instru¬ 
mental to world-creation. It cannot be stated that even while 
being in the form of sentences, the Vedas need not necessarily 
be composed by anybody. This extreme view might even lead one 
to conclude that smoke can come out even without fire, which 
however, is absurd. 

It is the Lord alone that could directly perceive dharma and 
adharma, which form the instrumental cause of this world. He 
composed the Vedas, purely as a matter of mercy towards the 
individual selves (jivas) projected by Himself, so that they might 
be of great help to them in achieving the objects they desired. 
It cannot be argued that no perception can visualise dharma and 
adharma. The position is that unless a person of excelling power 
is accepted, we cannot account for the entities found in this 
universe. A direct knowledge of the instrumental and material 
causes is the chief criterion of one's becoming the agent or author 
of a particular thing. Dharma and adharma, whose instrumen¬ 
tality to this world is accepted even by the Mimamsaka, should 
necessarily be admitted to be perceived by the Lord, who could 
also compose the Vedas. 

This may lead to the doubt whether or not entities like the 
earth and the hills are effects ( kdrya ). The Naiyayika, with the 
help of syllogisms, tries to infer that the earth, etc. are all effects. 
They have parts, which help us to deduce that those entities are 
also destructable by the persons that know their causes. It is also 
possible to infer origination and destruction for all entities on 
the ground that they vibrate while having a manifested form. 

When once these arguments establish that the earth, etc. 
are effects, it naturally follows that a Supreme Being, capable of 
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perceiving dharma and adharma pertaining to those effects, is 
also accepted. 607 The Naiyayika infers an agent for all entities 
in this world with the help of syllogistic statements. 

It might be contended that creation and dissolution, being 
mere acts, can independently produce the desired effects without 
reference to the agency of any ultra-mundane person. But 
practically, argues the Naiyayika, we know that mere insentient 
objects cannot produce effects independent of a sentient agent. 
A chisel, for instance, cannot prepare a wooden article without 
being operated by a carpenter. Human beings of ordinary 
knowledge and power cannot perceive the apurva —the unseen 
potency that results from the performance of acts. That is to say, 
the human beings cannot become the designers of certain entities. 
Therefore, an Omniscient Designer-Agent of the entire universe 
has to be presumed. As a corollary, it should also be admitted 
that qualities like omniscience, detachment ( vairagya ) and 
lordship ( aisvarya) pertain to Him. This argument is corroborated 
by various mantras, arthavada-passages and Purdna-statements. 

The Naiyayika argues that there is nothing special about 
the so-called apauru$eyatva (revealed character) of the Vedas, as 
advocated by the Mimamsakas. If this ‘eternal character’ of the 
Vedas belongs actually to the letters (vartj.a) that go into their 
composition, then, the same is the case with the Pahcaratra- 
texts, which also consist of letters. If this eternity, however, 
belongs to the words (pada ) taken as a unit, even that would 
apply to these Agamas. If as the next step, this eternity is 
attributed to the sequence ( anupurvi) in which these words 
occur, this contention, declares the Naiyayika, is wrong. 
Sequence, as such, cannot ascribe eternity to letters, it is quite 
clear that sequence is, after all, the result of human utterance 
(i uccarana ). This utterance, in its turn, is not eternal because 
it exists so long as a man utters the words. So, sequence, which 
is based upon a short-lived utterance, will naturally be non- 

507. Vide KM. p. 61 : “The Nyaya-VaiSe?ika, accepting the 
doctrine of atoms on one hand and the periodical creation and 
destruction of the world on the other, had found it necessary to 
introduce the conception of a Creator, in order to secure in some 
measure a mode of bringing about the renewal and destruction of the 
combinations of the atoms and their connection with souls.” 
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eternal. Thus, the theory of apauru?eyatva of the Vedas advocated 
so zealously by the Mimamsakas has nothing special in it, by 
which the Vedas might be claimed higher in status than the 
Pancardtra. The Naiyayika concludes that both the Vedas and 
the Agamas are equal in authority, being the compositions of one 
and the same Isvara. 

The Naiyayika states that his arguments regarding the 
existence of a Superhuman Being are not mere logical specula¬ 
tions. They have the support of the Upani$ads. Accordingly, the 
Upani$ads state that there is Isvara, the Supreme Being, and 
that He possesses qualities like Omniscience and Lordship. He 
created the universe and it is He that could compose the 
Pancardtra also. Since these Agamas are the work of such a 
Person, it naturally follows, contends the logician, that their 
authority is unquestionable. 

The Prabhakara Mimamsaka does not admit the primary 
validity of Upani$adic statements, which speak of entities already 
existing ( siddha, bhuta or parini?fhita-vastu) like the Brahman. 
According to him, all Vedic passages, so as to gain validity, should 
be explained as supplementary statements ( arthavada ) speaking 
of something connected with a ‘thing to be accomplished’ ( karya). 
This is so because sentences that speak of an already existing 
thing might be merely repetitive ( anuvada ) or even might go 
wrong at times ( badhita ). 

Against such a view, the Naiyayika argues that just as a 
sentence speaking of ‘something to be done’ (karya) is held 
authoritative by the Prabhakara, so also, a sentence that speaks 
of an already existing entity (siddha) should be admitted as valid 
by him. Sentences which speak of existing things should not be 
divested of their due authority. As regards the contention that 
a sentence referring to already existent entitites (bhutapara- 
vdkya) is liable to defects, the Naiyayika states that even a 
sentence devoted to the so-called karya is subject to similar 
defects. A karya like fetching of the faggots (samiddharana) for 
instance, can also be revealed by other means of knowledge like 
perception (but not necessarily by verbal testimony or s'abda), 
which the Prabhakara himself admits. This, says the Naiyayika, 
proves that even a karya-sentence might be repetitive in character 
0 anuvada ). 
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In the injunction, “One desirous of Heaven should perform 
the fire-sacrifice”, reference is made to the fire-sacrifice 
(agnihotra) which is an already existing entity ( siddha ), but not 
something to be established ( kaiya ). The validity of such a 
sentence is admitted by the Prabhakara on the ground that these 
sentences are the only means of our knowledge regarding the 
instrumentality of the fire-sacrifices etc. towards heaven etc. The 
Naiyayika states that even in the case of the Supreme Being, it 
is only the Upani$ads that reveal His nature and there is no 
other pramaria that could be applied here. So it is to be admitted 
that even the Upani$adic texts are valid in their own right. 

The logician affirms that having a physical body, limited 
knowledge, etc., which are generally found among human beings, 
cannot at all be attributed to the Supreme Person whose 
omniscience, etc., are glorified by many Upani$ads . He thus 
concludes that the Pahcardtra- scriptures which owe their 
origination to such a Lord, have to be viewed as fully 
authoritative. 

* * * 

The Prabhakara Mimarnsaka's Criticism 

It has already been observed that according to the 
Prabhakara, every Vedic statement, as a rule, should be 
connected with something to be accomplished through an act 
a karya, which is not revealed by other means of knowledge. 

The connotation of words in general is to be arrived at 
solely by tracing their ultimate purport to a karya. This is indeed, 
the process by which youngsters grasp the meaning of words not 
known to them. This, the Prabhakara illustrates by taking the 
stock-instance of the usage ( vyavahara ) of elderly people Thus, 
a youngster who stands near two elderly men, notices one of them 
bringing a cow when the other man utters the words ‘Bring the 
cow’ {gam anaya ), and concludes that the action of bringing the 
cow was the result of the former's understanding the intention 
of the latter, when he uttered the words. The youngster hears 
the man again say, ‘Bring the horse’ (asvam anaya) and observes 
that as a result, a different animal is brought. When, again, the 
words ‘Tie up the cow’ (gam badhana ) are uttered, a different 
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activity takes place. Thus, by noticing different actions following 
different utterances ( vyavahara ), the young boy understands 
what the words ‘cow’ and ‘horse’ really stand for. In all these 
cases, the denotation of different words, contends the Prabhakara, 
is invariably arrived at by connecting those words with the main 
theme, viz., the karya, 608 the activity of bringing, tying, etc. in 
the above instances. 

Another point to be noted is that the lin —the optative and 
such suffixes in an injunction directly denote the karya, whereas 
suffixes other than these denote other things connected with it, 
like the qualified aspirant (adhikarin) and the fruit (phala ), in 
a supplementary sense. 

It might be urged that even sentences which refer to 
matters of past ( bhuta-vastu ) like the birth of a son, become 
authoritative in their own right, without any reference to the so- 
called karya. Thus, for instance, when a messenger tells a man, 
“A son is born to you”, a bystander who does not know what 

508. KM. pp. 39-40 : “The essential character of the word is, in 
the view of Jaimini, not mere denotation, but injunction, a view which 
clearly stands in close relation to the doctrine that the meaning of 
words is largely learned by the young from the observation of 
intercourse among the old : one addresses the other and the other acts 
as a result; on says “gam anaya”, the other brings the cow. Hence, as 
against the Vedanta, it is denied that the essence of Vedic texts lies in 
the making manifest of the sole existent Brahman, and asserted that, 
even when this seems to be the case, the real import of the text is an 
injunction to meditate on the Brahman. From this view Prabhakara 
proceeds to develop a conclusion, which is in harmony with the view of 
Sabarasvamin, that words themselves have no meaning, and obtain it 
only in sentences possessing injunctive clauses; “gam”, by itself, is 
nothing but attains meaning when conjoined with “anaya”, the whole 
then signifying generically the genus ‘cow’ as connected with ‘bringing’. 
This view in this school (of Prabhakara) obtains the name of the ‘theory 
of signification in syntactical combination’ ( anvitabhidhana ), in oppo¬ 
sition to the view of Rumania, who admits that words possess a 
meaning independently Of combination in injunctive sentences, and 
whose theory accepts, therefore, ‘the combination of significant terms’ 
(abhihitanvaya). The two schools, however, are at one in holding that 
signification of words is a class-signification, as the theory of eternity 
of words demands.” 
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actually the message is, notices that the listener feels glad only 
after hearing the above words. Further, the bystander, through 
indications like blooming of the face and horripilation exhibited 
by the listener, infers that the words uttered by the messenger 
should have conveyed to him the happy tidings of the birth of a 
son. This argument is unsound, says the Prdbhdkara, because 
gestures like blooming of the face and horripilation, though 
indicative of the pleasure of a man, need not necessarily arise 
from the knowledge of the birth of a son. Reasons for happiness 
are so manifold that it is practically impossible to decide whether 
the happiness exhibited by the listener of the sentence, “A son 
is born to you”, is due only to the news conveyed by it or to 
something else. Proceeding on similar lines, says the Prabhakara,, 
one can get at the meaning of other unknown words which are 
not found to have the karya as their purport, and which are, 
however, employed in sentences belonging to the present tense. 609 
The Prabhakara also advances logical alternatives to assert that 
only those sentences that have a bearing on karya are valid. 

The apurva that arises from the performance of certain acts 
attains a new name, niyoga (prompting), at the hands of 
Prabhakara, since it acts as an incentive to the prompted person 
(niyojya) and makes him put forth an exertion for accomplishing 
the action indicated by the verbal root. “This ‘karya’ or ‘niyoga ’ 
is expressed neither by the verbal root nor by the injunctive affix, 
nor by any other word in the sentence; but it is denoted by the 
sentence as a whole, all other necessary factors being expressed 
by the several words of the sentence individually. What the 
sentence as a whole expresses is this niyoga as related to the 
promoted person expressed by one of the words in the sentence 
(i.e., the word signifying the result, the person desiring which 
is the promoted person).... and there is no doubt that of all things 
made known by the sentence, the niyoga is the most important, 
for, even though the final result has all the appearance of the 
most important factor, yet it is the niyoga that is realy such, 
because it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and 
it is al so the immediate effect of the action performed; and further, 

509. Thus, for instance, the meaning of the word “pika” in the 
sentence “pikah kujati” should be obtained with the help of the next 
term “kujati”. Since “kujana” is characteristic of a cuckoo-bird, the 
term “pika” is to be taken as standing for the cuokoo. 
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because the result also has to be regarded as subservient to the 
niyoga, in view of the fact that the result enters as one of the 
factors necessary for the making up of the full character of the 
niyoga. To explain, the niyoga cannot be a true niyoga, until there 
is a niyojya, the person to be prompted to exertion; without 
exertion there can be no niyoga, and again, without the agent 
there can be no exertion; nor can an agent put forth an exertion 
and be a niyojya, until he is entitled to the undertaking resulting 
from that exertion, and lastly, it is only the person desiring the 
result issuing from the undertaking that is entitled to its 
performance ; thus indirectly, through the agent, the result 
becomes a necessary factor in the niyoga, this relation between 
the niyoga and the result being similar to that between the master 
and servant ; without the servant the master cannot be a true 
‘master’, and yet it is the master that is the more important 
person of the two”. 610 

All this is only in regard to sentences found in the Vedic 
texts. As regards the sentences spoken by human beings in this 
world the Prdbhdkara dismisses their primary authority sum¬ 
marily on the ground that they are inferential in nature. That 
is to say, that their authority is to be inferred on the ground of 
their being spoken by reliable persons ( apta). 5n 


510. PPM. p. 163 ff. 

511. Cf. KM., pp. 41-42 : 

“Prabhakara holds that the only authoritative testimony of things 
beyond the reach of the senses and other means of proof, is the scripture 
(Rostra). Other words deal only with matters cognised by perception, 
inference, etc. and have no inherent cogency. If they give us true 
information, it is merely because we believe the speaker to be 
trustworthy. Thus, like the Vaise$ika, Prabhakara holds all cognition of 
this kind to be based on inference, the argument being ‘this man 'says 
something ; he must know what he is talking about ; what he says, 

therefore, must be ture’.Thus the sole possibility of the validity of 

verbal testimony lies in the Veda, which has no author, and therefore, 
is not vitiated by doubts as to trustworthiness and ability of correct 
expression.” 
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In the light of this discussion, the Prdbhdkara declares that 
Upani$adic statements which speak of the Brahman, an 
established entity, should be explained in such a way that they 
are only arthavdda —or explanatory passages with regard to 
injunctions of jhana and upasana. To be clear’, they should be 
taken as enjoining on one, the meditation of the Omniscient and 
Blissful Self. 512 By this, one should not, however, be led to the 
conclusion that there is in fact, such a person possessed of 
omniscience and such other perfections. 613 Even non-existing 
phenomena can be spoken of as existing for purposes of 
meditation and such is the present one. So, statements that there 
exists an Omniscient God and so on, are not of primary 
significance and God is nothing but the fabrication of fanatics. 
Sacrifices etc., which an agent performs are ephemeral in nature 
and one might think that the agent might not get the legitimate 
fruit of his actions if his self were not eternal. 614 Upani$adic 
passages which speak of the eternity of the Self, therefore, should 
be talien as arthavdda or corroborative passages to the above 
fact, assuring the fruit of one's actions to one's own self to be 
realised in another world. 


512. See fn. 695. 

513. Cf. PPM. pp. 85-86 : 

“The Prabhakara, like the Bhatta, denies a creator for the universe, 
who can also know everything : If it were true that certain factors of 
the universe are brought into existence by an ultra-mundane Supervisor 
of Dharma-Adharma, this could not be true for the entire universe, as 
a whole. For instance, the bodies of all men and animals are found to 
be produced by the functioning of the parents, and not by a supervening 
agency ; and this fact will enable us to infer the same with regard to 
the bodies of all animals, past and future also. The claim of the logicians 
that our Dharma and Adharma must have a Supervisor, with more 
intelligence than us, is also weak- Dharma-Adharma of the body....must 
always belong to the same intelligent being to whom the body 

belongs.Hence the ultra-mundane ‘God’ can have no knowledge of 

Dharma and Adharma of the beings....and without such knowledge, he 
could not exercise any intelligent control over them; God could not 
perceive Dharma by His senses...nor by His mind as the mind cannot 
perceive..the..Dharma of beings which is outside God's body” 


514. See fn. 501. 
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The Prabhakara thus asserts that there is no sentence in. 
the Veda that refers to an already existent entity primarily and 
that everything should be connected with the karya, so as to gain 
validity. 

* * * 

The Advaitin's Criticism 

The next important critic introduced by Yamuna for 
refutation, is the Advaitin. The Advaitic view regarding the 
philosophical authenticity of the Pahcaratra-agamas, repre¬ 
sented by Sankaracarya in his commentary on the Brahmasutra 
(II. ii.. 42-45), is not in favour of these agamas. 

According to the Advaitin, the entire pancaratradhikararpa, 
consisting of the four aphorisms, “utpattyasambhavdt”, “na ca 
kartuh kararpam”, “vijhanadibhdve vd tadaprati^edhah" and 
“viprati$edhacca” {Brahmasutra : II. ii. 42-45), reflects the view 
of the author of the aphorisms, Badarayapa, that the Pancaratra 
is non-Vedic in character. He, accordingly, interprets these sutras 
in favour of his own line of thought. 

The first aphorism, “utpattyasambhavdt" , says the Advaitin, 
refutes the Pancaratra theory of origination ( utpatti ) of an 
individual self (jiva ). The Pancaratra, for instance, maintains 
that “from Vasudeva, the Ultimate Reality, is born the Individual 
Self by name Sankar§apa ; from Sarikar?apa is born the Mind 
called Pradyumna ; from Pradyumna again is born the Ego 
{ahahkdra) called Aniruddha”. 616 This clearly indicates the non- 
Vedic character of these dgama- texts, because no orthodox text 
based on the Vedas, or even the Vedas themselves, speak of the 
origination {utpatti) .or the birth of the individual self. The jiva 
is eternal. Even if a jiva is said to be born, it is only in a 
secondary sense that we have to understand this statement. 516 


515. See Sankara's commentary on Brahmasutra under II. ii. 42: 
“utpattyasambhavdt". It may be added that Sankara concedes that 
there are elements in the Pancaratra which are acceptable such as the 
teaching that Narayana is the Supreme Reality, that He has manifested. 
Himself in varied ways, and that He is to be worshipped through single- 
mined devotion. 


516. See AP. p. 27. 
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The body which the jiva takes up at the time of his coming into 
this world is alone liable to birth. The jiva, by virtue of his 
dwelling in the physical body, merely comes into contact with the 
subtle elements ( matra ). Moreover, the Pancaratra-texts say that 
mind ( manas ), an instrument, is born out of the agent ( kartr ). 
But we find, in our experience, that an instrument like an axe, 
for instance, is not born out of an agent like Devadatta. We 
cannot understand this statement of these agamas, without the 
help of an illustration. There is also no Vedic text which supports 
this view . 617 

The next target of attack from the Advaitin is the 
Pahcaratra-vyuha- theory . 618 According to the Bhagavatas, 
Vasudeva, the Highest Being Himself assumes the different forms 
of Sankar$apa, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, for the welfare of the 
universe. Criticising this view, the Advaitin says that if these four , 
manifestations ( vyuha ) of the Supreme Being are mutually 
different and independent of one another, possessing common 
attributes and features, but are not one in essence, then the 
Pancaratrins commit the fallacy of admitting the plurality of God, 
which, however, contradicts their own siddhanta-v iew, viz., that 
Vasudeva is the only Ultimate Reality. If, on the other hand, all 
these four manifestations are held to be one in essence, without 
any mutual distinction, this too is not acceptable. Sankar$ana 
cannot be born out of Vasudeva, nor can Pradyumna come out 
of Sankargapa, because there is ho distinction between these 
different forms. But when an effect is born out of a cause, some 
sort of distinction must subsist between them, to render the 
cause-effect relation feasible, as in the case of clay' and its 
product, a pot. In the absence of any distinction, the use of terms 
like “k&rya” and karana” becomes meaningless. But the 
Pancaratrins do not admit any distinction between the four 
uyw/ia-mapifestations in respect of qualities like knowledge 
( jhdna ) and lordship ( aisvarya ) either collectively or individually. 
All these forms are Vasudevas without any sort of distinction 
between them, hold the Bhagavatas. There is also no restriction 

517. Vide Sankara's commentary on Brahmasutra under II. ii. 43 : “na 
ca»kartuh karanam”. 

518. Vide ibid : II. ii. 44 : “vijnanadibhave va tadapralisedhah” 
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to the number of forms that the Lord can assume ; they need 
not be four only, for according to the Bhagavatas, the entire 
universe starting from the Supreme Brahman above, down to the 
blade of grass on earth, is but the vyuha (manifestation) of the 
Brahman. 

Another charge leyellecl against the Pahcaratra by the 
Advaitin is that there is mutual controversy over the relation 
that subsists between a guna (quality) and a gunin (the 
qualified). 619 Thus, for instance, each of the qualities like jhdna 
and aisvarya is itself considered as identical with Vasudeva, the 
possessor thereof. Thus, these agamas show no distinction 
between a quality and its possessor. Lastly, the Advaitin points 
out that the Pahcaratra- texts put forth non-Vedic teaching, as 
is evident from the statement found in one of these agamas : 
“Sapdilya took to a study of these agamas being unable to get 
at the highest good (human end) from all the four Vedas”. No 
text which purports to be based on the Vedas will dare to 
understimate the Vedas in this manner, says the Advaitin. 

The Siddhanta 

The following is a brief exposition of the Siddhanta or the 
conclusion arrived at by Yamuna in reply to the arguments 
advanced by his critics. 

At the very outset, Yamuna makes the following inferential 
statement: “The Pancaratra tantra is authoritative like the Vedic 
sentences ordaining jyoti$toma, etc., on the gound that it is, like 
the Vedic sentences, based upon knowledge which is free from all 
defects”. He, with all his logical skill, proves that no error can 
be pointed out in the above statement either with regard to the 
subject ipak?a) or the probans (hetu), through any means of 
knowledge, such as perception, inference or verbal testimony. He 
investigates the possibility of any fallacy being pointed out in the 
above inferential statement and concludes that it is perfect in all 
respects. 


519. Cf. Sankara's commentary on Brahmasutra : II. ii. 45 
“vipratisedhacca” 
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It had earlier been contended by the opponents that the 
validity of the Pancaratra scriptures cannot be accepted on the 
ground that they were composed by Vasudeva, a deceitful 
person. 520 Defending the cause of the Pancaratra- texts against 
the onslaught of the Mimamsaka, Yamuna questions him as to 
how he would ward off the invalidity for the Vedas that can arise 
on the ground that they too consist of sentences like the texts 
of human authorship. The Mimamsaka would reply that the 
Vedas are impersonal in character ( apauru$eya ) and that their 
validity in therefore unquestionable. In the same vein, Yamuna 
declares that the Pancaratra is the direct utterance of the 
omniscient and merciful Vasudeva, the Lord of the universe and 
that for that very reason, its validity becomes unquestionable. 

Clarifying his point, Yamuna states that the validity of 
words is intrinsic ( svatafp pramanya). 521 Their validity gets 
impaired only when the people that utter them have defects like 
deceit and ignorance. Until it is proved beyond doubt that the 
man who uttered certain words is not dependable regarding the 
genuineness of the words uttered by him, no person is justified 
in doubting their validity. Since the author of the Paficardtra- 
dgamas is one that is glorified in the Upani$ads as omniscient 
and merciful, there is no room for any conjecture that He had 
evil designs in His mind in/ composing these agamas. 

The crux of the problem to which the argument then turns 
is whether statements speaking of an already existent entity 
(i bhuta or siddha-vastu ) are authoritative or not. The 
Mlmamsakas, as we have already seen, do not admit of any 
primary validity for such statements. According to them, all 
statements should be connected with “something to be done” 
0 karya ), if their validity is to be admitted. Accordingly, the 
statement, “You have got a son” (putraste jatah), is explained by 
them as not primarily valid, on the ground that gestures of 
happiness which the listener of the above statement is said to 

520. See p. 108 above. 

521. It may be noted that for the Sahkhyas, validity and invalidity 
of statements are both insrinsic ; for the Naiyayikas, both are extrinsic; 
for the Buddhists, invalidity is intrinsic and validity extrinsic, and for 
the Vedantins, validity is intrinsic and invalidity extrinsic. 
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exhibit, need not necessarily make a third man infer that they 
proceed from the happy tidings of a child-birth. Reasons for 
happiness might be many, past, present and future, and as such, 
the exact cause for the happiness of the man to whom the above 
statement is addressed, cannot be specified. 

This contention of the Mlmamsakas is turned down by the 
author as preposterous. The third man who listens to the above 
sentence addressed to another man, is still able to conclude 
through the signs of happiness, exhibited by him, that he heard 
the happy news of child's birth. The way in which he arrives at 
such a conclusion is this : He sees the man, soon after listening 
to the news, making arrangements for the jatakarman-s&crament 
for the new-born babe. The third man, who himself had had the 
occasion to perform such a sacrament when a son was born to 
his own self, quickly comes to the conclusion that the news heard 
by the man in question, must only be regarding the birth of a 
child. Since activity regarding the jatakarman performance is 
noticed in the listener only after his listening to the sentence but 
not before, it is proper to think that it must have been due only 
to the news of a child's birth. 

It may be contended that the ‘happy’ news of child-birth 
and the performance of jatakarman need not have a cause-and- 
effect relation on the ground that even those who cannot afford 
are seeri to do it, with displeasure. But this argument cannot 
stand to reason, says Yamuna. Even as listening to the statement 
“gam dnaya”, is taken by the Mlmamsakas as the cause of the 
activity of bringing a cow on the ground that the activity of 
bringing is found to take place only when the statement has been 
made, so also it is proper to admit that the activity of the 
jatakarman- performance must have proceeded from the act of 
listening to the news of child-birth. 

Yamuna states that there is no justification whatsoever for 
the Prabhakara's contention that all words have their sole 
purport in ‘karya'. In statements like “gam dnaya” and “as'vam 
dnaya” the terms ‘gauf}’ (cow) and ‘as'vafi’ (horse), should be 
explained in their own individual capacity, without connecting 
them with the so-called ‘karya’, points out the author. He says 
that it is possible to interpret terms in conjunction with factors 
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other than the karya also. Pointing out that the Prabhakara's 
dictum that all connotations of words should be arrived at only 
in relation to a karya is based upon a wrong conception of the 
connotation of words, Yamuna says that this rule cannot be 
applied to the suffix, “lih”. To explain, the optative suffix , “lih”, 
conveys the karya proper in a sentence. ‘As such., how can it be 
said to convey its sense in relation to a karya, while it itself 
indicates the karyaV asks Yamuna. So, the proper way of 
arriving at the significance of words should be untainted by any 
preconceived notion either in favour of a kd?ya or a siddha. One 
has to admit that a word conveys its sense in relation to such 
other thing which is required to complete the sense which is 
expected ( akank$ita ), which is compatible (yogya ) and which is 
supplied by a word uttered proximate to it ( asanna ). So, there 
should be no special attachment to a ‘Karya’ or a ‘siddha-vastu’. 
‘Karya’ should only be taken as a subsidiary, but not the sole 
cause in arriving at the connotation of words. When its function 
is over, it is no longer helpful. 

Yamuna then turns to the contention of the Prabhakara 
that the statements made by human beings cannot be taken as 
valid as and when they are uttered, and that their validity can 
be arrived at, only after inferring the reliability of the person who 
made these statements, because of the fact that human speech 
is always open to defects like deceit and ignorance. 622 Yamuna 
states that it is true that in a few cases, where persons are liable 
to have defects, the statements made by them do not attain 
validity, But this does not mean that words lose their denotative 
power which is quite natural with them. So, a listener who has 

522. Vide KM. p, 42 : “There is an obvious difficulty in this 
reasoning of Prabhakara when it is rembered that Prabhakara....insists 
on the self-evidence of cognitions, from which it would seem to follow 
that the assertions of any man are prima facie valid, until sublated by 
better evidence. Kumarila, who is always anxious to accommodate the 
views of the school to popular beliefs, is at the same time more in 
harmony with the tenets of the school in adopting a doctrine, which 
does not involve the general denial of the validity of human testimony. 
He adopts therefore, the plan of distinguishing testimony as human and 

superhuman ( apauru$eya) .In the case of human testimony, its validity 

may be impaired by defects in the speaker, but the presence of 
excellencies in him precludes the presence of defects”. 
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a general capacity to understand the mutual connection of words 
and their meanings, arrives at the sense of a particular word soon 
after it is heard. It is not necessary that he should infer the 
soundness of the source of the words first and then alone get at 
their sense. The author emphasises that the knowledge arising 
out of sentences such as “There are fruits on the river bank”, 
which speak of an established entity ( bhutavastu ), is purely 
verbal but not inferential. 

Yamuna also refers in this connection to the theory of 
niyoga advanced by the Prabhakara. 623 According to the latter, 
the apurva is indicated by the Optative suffix, ‘lih’, in an 
injunction. He further says that in the injunctive sentence, “One 
desirous of heaven should perform the jyoti$toma sacrifice”, the 
performer (niyojya) is qualified by ‘heaven’. Refuting this 
argument, Yamuna says that heaven is something that is going 
to be established in future, but not an already existent entity. So, 
it cannot become an attribute of the agent. On the other hand, 
the desire ( kamana ) regarding heaven, which exists at the time 
of activity, could alone be taken as the attribute of the person 
concerned. All injunctions should be understood as referring to 
the thing to be established ( sddhya ), the means thereof ( sadhana ) 
and the cause-effect relationship between them ( sambandha ). It 
is not always true that a niyoga is ever associated with the 
realisation of certain fruits like heaven. In injunctions ordaining 
obligatory rites, for instance, the niyoga has no connection with 
the realisation of a corresponding result. So, the proper way of 
understanding an injunctive sentence is that the optative and 
other affixes first make an agent understand that the perfor¬ 
mance of a particular rite leads to a particular result. Then the 
agent, motivated by desire regarding the result, exerts. There is 
nothing contradictory in admitting that words, referring to 
existent factors ( siddha-vastu ) even in ordinary parlance, become 
valid in their own right. 

Yamuna points out that Upani$ads which speak of the 
Supreme Being, should therefore be treated as authoritative, 
since they give us a correct knowledge regarding the Lord, a 
knowledge that is free from all defects. 

523. See p. 114 f. above for the theory of niyoga. 
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As regards the contention of the Mimamsakas that 
Upani$ads are not primarily valid on the ground that they speak 
of a siddha-vastu, the Brahman, the author argues in favour of 
the validity of the sidd/iapara-statements, like the Naiyayika. 624 
Defects of repetition ( anuvada ) and contradiction to facts 
(viparyaya ), which the Mimamsakas point out in the case of 
existing factors can also be applied to statements speaking of 
kdrya, says Yamuna. It is asserted that all types of knowledge 
are valid in their own right provided they are free from defects 
like doubt and falsehood and also that no distinction should be 
made in terms of something to be accomplished through action 
(kdrya) and something that already exists ( siddha ). 

Yamuna criticises the Bhatta view that omniscience is 
beyond all possibility. The author states that this view is directly 
opposed to the Vedic passages which speak of the Lord's 
Omniscience as quite natural with Him : “He sees even without 
eyes”, 626 “The knowledge of the Lord is natural”, 626 and so on. 
These statements should not be taken in a secondary sense as 
urged by the opponent because there is nothing contradictory to 
their primary significance. 

It is argued that the existence of the Supreme Being is 
asserted by various Upani$ads which also attribute Omniscience, 
Mercy, etc, to Him. Once the Lord is thus proved to exist, it 
follows that the Pancard^ra-scriptures which depend upon Him 
for their origination are undoubtedly valid. 

The next discussion is as to who actually is the Highest 
Deity glorified in the Upani$ads. Our author declares that 
Vasudeva is the Highest Being of the Upani$ads; He creates, 
maintains and dissolves the universe and he is Omniscient and 
merciful. Yamuna quotes several passages from iheMahdbhdrata, 
the Vi$nupurana, the Lihgapuraiia, the Varahapuran a and the 
Manusmrti, in support of his view.. Rudra and other gods cannot 

524. See p. Ill ff. 

625. Cf. Svetas'vatara III. 4 : “pasyatyacaksuh sa srnotyakarnah”, 
and also Kena 1.7 : “ya.scaksusa na pas'yati”. 

526. Ibid : III. 6 ; “na tasya karyam karapam ca vidyate svabhavikl 
jnanabalakriya ca”. 
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be supreme because they are known to have birth, etc. Texts 
which seem to glorify them as supreme should be taken in a 
secondary sense since they are contradicted by direct Vedic 
assertions which make it clear that Vi?pu alone is the Highest 
Person. The supremacy of Vasudeva is emphasised by quotations 
from Puranas like the Matsya, the Vdyu, the Bhavi?yat and the 
Varaha. The part where Yamuna deals with the question of the 
Supremacy of Narayapa 627 may be studied with special interest 
because the Puru$anirpaya, another work of our author, entirely 
devoted to the same question and to which he himself refers 
here, 628 is no longer available. 

Vasudeva who had a direct comprehension of the instru¬ 
mentality of Dik$a (Initiation) etc., to salvation, taught the 
Pancaratragamas to sages like Narada and Sdndilya. These 
agamas ordain worship to Him as the only means of attaining the 
highest bliss. But the Saivite agamas ordain non-Vedic practices 
like “knowing the correct significance of the ‘six symbols’ 
(mudrika$atka)” and “wearing them” (taddharana) as the means 
of salvation. They also clearly declare that mok$a cannot be 
attained through the knowledge regarding Brahman. These and 
such other factors are directly opposed to scriptures which speak 
of Brahman as the source of the highest bliss. Therefore, there 
could be no doubt regarding the non-Vedic character and the 
consequent invalidity of the Saivagamas, says Yamuna. 

Yamuna further points out that the Puranas declare that 
Rudra deluded people by propounding non-Vedic doctrines like the 
Arhata. So the source of the Saiva and such other agamas 
pronounded by Ruda and gods other than Vi?pu, could only be 
deceit, doubt, etc., which stand in the way of admitting validity 
for those agamas. 

As regards the origin of the Pahcaratra texts, Yamuna 
states that Narayapa Who possesses a comprehensive knowledge 
regarding the vast Vedic literature, understood that His devotees 


527. See AP : pp. 42-45. 

528. Ibid : p. 45. 
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were unable to grasp and retain its meaning. Then, out of mercy, 
He gave them the Pahcardtra Samhitas through sages like 
Narada and Sandilya; and these Samhitas bring out in an 
abridged form the very essence of the Vedic teaching. 

Then the author turns to the argument that the Pahcardtra 
is non-Vedic since it ordains Dik?a over and above the Upanayana 
sacrament for performing worship in temples. Yamuna replies 
that it is not a non-Vedic mark. Special sacraments are ordained 
as and when necessary, to qualify one to perform particular 
duties. Thus, for instance, even for the performance of the 
jyoti$toma rite, a special Dik$a is ordained by the injunction, 
“agndvai? rpavamekadasa-kapdlam nirvapccl dik$ ycimdticih, 
on a person who had already been initiated by the upanayana. 
But this cannot be put forth as the cause for the non- 
authoritative character of the above Vedic passage. 

With regard to the argument that the Pahcardtra is non- 
Vedic on the ground that it is not enumerated as one among the 
fourteen sources of knowledge 630 it has been replied that on Such 
a consideration, even the Rdmdyana and Mahabharata of great 
sages like Valmiki and Vyasa would be liable to the same defect 
of non-Vedic character, because they too are not included in the 
traditional list of the fourteen sources of knowledge. 

The next discussion is about the alleged condemnation of 
these dgamas by Badarayana, in his Brahmasutra. The point to 
be kept in mind here is that Yamuna does, not hold Badarayana, 
the author of the Brahmasutra, to be different from Vyasa, the 
author of the Mahabharata. 631 According to him, both are 
identical. Thus he states that it is not possible to imagine 
Badarayana refuting the Bhagavata religion in his Brahmasutra, 

629. Quoted by Sahara in his commentary under PM : XII. i. 25. 

530. See p. 101 above, for this argument. 

531. Whether Badarayapa, the author of the Brahmasutra is the 
same as Vyasa, the author of the Mahabharata, or a different personas 
a matter of controversy. See in this connection, an article entitled “Is 
Vyasa the same as Badarayana”, by Sri EV Subramanya Sastri, Journal 
of Sri Venkateswara Oriental Research Institute (Vol. VII.) pp. 176-179. 
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which he himself commends in glowing terms in his Mahabharata, 
as the very essence of the four Vedas. Yamuna quotes many 
passages from the Mahabharata in support of his view. 

The four aphorisms comprising the ‘utpattyasambhava’ or 
the ‘Pahcardtra’ section of the Brahmasutra (II. ii. 39-42) 632 are 
then explained after a refutation of the interpretation offered by 
the Advaitins. The Advaitins hold that all the four aphorisms 
refute the Pahcardtra. They take a passage from one of the 
dgamas : “From Vasudeva is born the individual self called 
Sankar§apa ; form Saiikar?ana is born the mind ( manas ) called 
Pradyumna”, etc., and point out that this is a clear indication 
of the non-Vedic character of these dgamas, since the self which 
is birthless is said to be born. Against this and such other 
arguments, Yamuna states that there is nothing in these Agamas 
that contradicts Vedic conceptions. He takes the first two 
aphorisms as giving the purvapak$a-vievf and the last two as 
declaring the siddhanta, the heart of the Sutrakara. The passage 
quoted above by the Advaitins does not state that a jiva is liable 
to birth, etc., or that an instrument (mind) is born out of an agent 
(kartr). Terms like ‘jiva’ and ‘manas’ used here point to the 
superintending deities over those entitites, having a particular 
form. Nowhere do the Pahcaratra-dgamas say that the jiva and 
manas are born. Mind and such other sense-faculties are born 
out of the Brahman Himself according to the Upani?ads, and the 
Pahcardtra -texts themselves clearly accept this view. So, one has 
to take the Pancaratra to be as valid as the Upani$ads 
themselves. The passage in question does not, as contended by 
the adversary, state that there are many Lords, each independent 
of the other, since the Pancaratra declares on the other hand, 
that there is no plurality of Lords and that Vasudeva is the only 
source of the entire world-manifestation. 633 The Lord, out of mere 

532. The si^ra-number given here is according to the Sribha$ya 
of Ramanuja. According to Sankara, the number of these sutras would 
be II. ii. 42-45. While giving the Purvapaksa-view, we adopted the 
number according to Sankara. We adopt here the number followed by 
Ramanuja in the Siddhanta. 

533. Though it is Vasudeva that manifests Himself as Sankarsana, 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha, there is nothing to indicate that He is equal 
with the other three. He is considered to be the Highest and the most 
important of all these forms. The statement of the Ahirbudhnya Samhita 
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sport, manifests Himself in four different forms and protects the 
world. We have to accept that these manifestations are as genuine 
and purposeful as the other manifestations of Vi§pu, such as 
Rama, Lak$mapa, Bharata and Satrughna. 534 

The above argument is purely from the standpoint of a 
Pancaratrin. It will be highly interesting to note that, after all, 
the Pdncard.tra did not fail to appeal to some noble thinkers, even 
among the followers of Sankara. It appears that Sankara's attack 
on the Pancaratra-vyuha- theory could not convince his own 
followers. A section of the Advaitins held that the Pdficardtra 
theory of the origination of th e jiva, manas, etc., should not be 
understood literally and primarily. On the other hand, it should 
be taken in a secondary sense (gaurpa ). The Advaitin who held 
this view was Amalananda Sarasvati, the famous author of^the 
commentary called the “Veddntakalpataru” on the Bhdmati of 
Vacaspatigmira, which, in its turn, is a commentary on Sankara's 
Brahmasutrabha?ya. 


ch. 36 : s'l. 66b, “gunapradhanabhavastu ramaderiva yujyate”, deserves 
to be noted. Vasudeva is the main form, to which the rest are 
subordinate and complementary. Cf. ibid. ch. 53 : 

“vyuhatrayasya bhavati kaleha kalanam sada, 
bhagavan vasudevastu na vyuho napi kalavan 
vyu h a t r ay a m a p e k s y a i v a kalavyuhanirupanaip 
kalenamanataicayamamitadyutirucyate” (s'ls. llb-13a) 
“vyuhatritayapurvatvat pradhanah paripafhyate 
sankar$anadimurtyantarh asesabhuvanam yatah 
bibhartyadharabhavena vyapnotyantassca tat svayam (18a-19). 
Also cf. ibid : ch. 55 : si. 29 : 

“sankarsanadirupena vyuhyatmanam tridha sthitali 
tattada^ritakaryaya yo vibhussarvatomukhah” 

It is thus clear that the criticism that the Pdhcardtra-vyuha 
theory admits plurality in the Godhead is baseless. 

534. This explanation of Yamuna is quite in accordance with the 
Paficaratra texts. Cf. AS. 36. 64-65 : 

“pratitretayugam devah sadbutranakrte harih 

ramalaksmanasatrughnabharatadyatmana svayam 

caturdhavasthitah tadvat cakratma harireva hi 
gunapradhanabhavastu ramaderiva yujyate 
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Amalananda advances the following argument in support 
of the Pancaratra-agwmas and their Vyiiha-t heory : 

“The Pahcaratra-dgamas were intentionally composed by 
Lord Vasudeva. But the fact that He is omniscient (that is to say 
that His compositions are valid in toto) is known only through 
the Vedas, which are, so to say, the voluntary revelations by Lord 
Vasudeva (nissvasitam s'rutifp). Thus, the Pancaratra texts, for 
their own validity, depend upon a Vedic statement to the effect 
that their author Vasudeva is Omniscient, whereas the Vedas, 
being eternal in character, do not require anything else to prove 
their validity. Their validity is thus intrinsic (svatafp). Now we 
read from the Pancaratra works that a ‘jiva’ is born, whereas 
the Vedic texts declare that a ‘jiva’ is not born. In such a case, 
it is the Vedic texts with intrinsic validity that establish 
themselves first, prior to the dgama- text. So we have to attach 
primary significance to the Vedic doctrine of the non-origination 
of the individual self and secondary significance (gaurpa) to the 
dgama- doctrine of the origination of the individual self. In the 
face of opposition from the Veda, the dgama gets only a secondary 
position regarding validity. But there is no question of the dgama 
statements being based on delusion (na tu bhrantam). 

These agamas were composed by Vasudeva, the Divine 
Being and His omniscience is attested by the Vedas themselves. 
The promulgators of other schools of thought like Kapila (of 
Sahkhya) and Patanjali (of Yoga) on the other hand, were human 
beings and hence were susceptible to err. So, there cannot be any 
comparison between the Pdncardtra-agamas and the texts of 
other schools of thought. It is no doubt stated in some Purapas 
that Lord Vasudeva appeared as the Buddha and deluded people 
through non-Vedic preachings. But there is no proof as such, of 
any Purapic text dclaring that the Pancaratra too was intended 
by the Lord to delude the world (vyamohartham)”. 

The relevant portion of Amalananda's commentary is 
worth quoting in full : 636 

535. See Sdhkarabhasya with Bhdmati, Vedantakalpataru and 
Kalpataru-parimala, edited by Mm. Anantakrishnasastrin, re-edited by 
Bhargava sastrin and published by Pandurang Jawaji, Bombay, (1938). 
Vide Amalananda's commentary on the aphorism: “utpattyasambhavat” 
(Brahmasutra II. ii. 42), p. 573. 
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“ Pancar atrakartur Vasudevasya vedadeva 

sarvaj natvavagamat kapilapatanjalyadinam ca jivatvat, panca- 
ratrasya purapepu buddhadi-dedanavat vyamohartham 
is'varapranitatvas'ravapat, na yogadyadhikarapagatarthata; 
siddhantastu— 

buddipurvakrtih panc&ratram, niss vasitam srutih | 
tena jivajanistatra siddha, gaupi niyamyate || 

yavaddhi ekadese vedavirodhadisvarabuddheb 
vedamulatvam, vedadva sarvavi?ayatvam praimyate, tavadeva 
s v at ah p r am an av e d at jivanutpattipramitau tadrgbuddhipurva- 
kesvaravacanat na jfvotpattir-avagantum s'akyate; atah 
pramdndpahrtavi$aye gaunam tadvacanam, na tu bhrantam 
purvapak$ ayukteriti ”. 

Thus it has been proved that the Pancaratra-dgamas do 
not contradict Vedic doctrines. As regards the contention that 
these dgamas are contradicted by other smrti- works, or by 
statements found elsewhere in these dgamas themselves, Yamuna 
says that the contradiction is only apparent. The seemingly 
contradictory passages lose their contradiction when we keep m 
mind the fact that when one text is primary others become 
auxiliary. As such, the explanation offered by Sankara to the four 
aphorisms of the Brahmasutra in question, is entirely against the 
intention of Badarayapa, who holds the Pancaratra in high 
esteem and that it is as valid as the Vedas themselves. 

Yamuna states that Badarayana, having refuted systems 
like the Nyaya and the Vaisesika on the ground that they militate 
against the Vedic doctrines, takes up the question of the validity 
of the Pancaratra-dgamas, because the context is such that the 
Pancaratra too, like the Nyaya and the Vais'e§ika may be 
subjected to doubts regarding validity. That is why, Badarayapa 
presents doubts regarding the validity of the Pancaratra in the 
first two aphorisms which form the purvapak?a and establishes 
its validity in the last two aphorisms, which form the siddharUa. 
The purvapak$a-v iew had already been given above. The 
conclusion arrived at is that there is nothing objectionable in 
speaking of the Jiva (Sankargapa) and others as being born , 
since they are the Lord Himself, who is of the form of Knowledge 
(vijnana ) and who is the Source ( ddi) of the entire'Universe. So 
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it is to be admitted that Lord Vasudeva, though One, Himself 
becomes the ‘karana ’ as well as the ‘kdrya’. 

Then he takes up the statement, “Sandilya studied the 
Pancaratra-dgamas, being unable to get the means of attaining 
the Highest from all the four Vedas”, which had been cited by 
the Advaitins as an instance of the denunciation of the Vedas by 
the Pancaratra-dgamas. For this, the reply is given that a 
defamatory statement ( ninda ) does not intend to blame what is 
expressly deprecated. Its purpose lies in praising something other 
than what is deprecated. Thus, we should take the present 
passage as intended to praise the Agamas, but not to underes¬ 
timate the Vedas, as alleged. Then, the correct method of 
construing the above passage is also pointed out. The statement 
does not mean that “there is no human end in the Vedas”. It only 
means that “Sapdilya could not get at the human end which is 
laid down in the Vedas because of their vastness”. Thus it is 
concluded that the purport of the dgamas and the Vedas is one 
and the same that and there is no contradiction between them. 

Yamuna then examines the view entertained by the 
Bha$yakara 63e that the Pancaratra is partially non-authoritative. 
He says that this statement had been made by the Bha$yakara 
lest the weak-minded should reject the Vedas completely and take 
up these Agamas, because of their easily comprehensible nature. 

Yamuna explains the aphorisms of the Pahcaratra- 
adhikarana (II-ii-39 to 42) in different ways and for different 
purposes. The sutra, “na ca kartuh. karanam ” 637 is explained by 
him as speaking of the revealed character ( apauru$eyatva ) of the 
Vedas. Thereby the Naiyayika's view that the Vedas are the work 
of Isvara is refuted. It may be recalled that Yamuna differs from 
the Naiyayika regarding the authorship of the Vedas. According 
to Yamuna, they are impersonal in character, whereas, for the 
Naiyayika, they are the work of Isvara, the Lord of the universe. 
The above sutra means that the Vedas are not (na ca) the work 
(karanam) of Isvara (kartuh). In the course of these explanations, 
Yamuna makes it clear that the Pancaratra is as valid as the 

536. See AP. p. 66 

537, Brahmasutra : II.ii. 40. 
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Vedas themselves. He says further that since Vasudeva Himself 
is glorified in many Upani$ads and Purapas, Paficaratra, His 
work, cannot be questioned in regard to its validity by 
attributing evil qualities like deceit to Vasudeva, its author. 

Regarding the contention that the Paficaratra is invalid on 
the ground that people outside the pale of the Vedas practise the 
rites ordained by it, Yamuna disproves it with all his logical 
skills, posing various alternatives regarding the exact meaning 
of the expression “being outside the pale of the Vedas”. Vedic 
seers of great repute like Bhpgu and Bharadvaja accept the 
authority of these agamas, as is revealed by their own works. 
Even today, orthodox people are found to perform the rites 
enjoined in these texts, as for instance, the construction of 
temples, consecration of images and the like. They perform those 
rites, even as they perform other Vedic duties. 

As regards the argument that Paficaratra is invalid since 
it is followed by the Bhagavatas who do not belong to any of the 
three higher castes, Yamuna replies that the Bhagavatas are 
orthodox Brahmaijas following the Ekdyana -branch of the Sukla 
Yajurveda. They too maintain the Brahmanical marks like knots 
of hair and sacred thread and remember their gotra. The 
Brahmanical status of a man, however, is known by ocular 
perception (pratyak$a ) that is coupled with the recollection 
(smarana) of the particular family to which he belongs. Since 
such a practice of remembering the gotra exists among the 
Bhagavatas, the fact that they are Brahman as is to be accepted 
without any doubt. 

Yamuna then examines the S mrii-statement that the 
Bhagavatas belong to the vaisya-vratya community 638 which is 
decidedly non-Vedic. It had been urged by the opponent that the 
Bhagavatas were referred to by the name “ sattvata” in the smrtis. 
In reply Yamuna points out that the terms, “ bhdgavata” and 
“sattvata” appearing in the smrtis need not necessarily be taken 
as pointing to those belonging to the particular vaisya-vratya 

538. Vide MS. X. 23 : 

“vaisyattu jayate vratyat sudhanva “carya eva ca | 

bharusasca nijarighascarnaitrassattvata eva ca| | ” 
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community, because there are orthodox people also bearing the 
same name. As a matter of fact, the Bhagavatas have nothing 
to do with the vaisya-vratya community referred to in the smrtis. 
If these two terms, “bhdgavata” and “sdttva”, are taken to point 
only to a community low in the social scale, Yamung argues that 
even the term, “deary a”, mentioned in the passage, “vaisyattu 
jayate vratayat sudhanva “carya eva ca”, 639 will have to be taken 
as referring to another low-class person known as “acarya” but 
not to the learned Brahmapa teacher, since it is mentioned along 
with the term “sattvata”. But we know that the term “acarya” 
signifies the Vedic teacher and that it could also mean a low-born 
man. 

As regards the contention that the terms “bhdgavata” and 
“sattvata” should be taken in their conventional sense alone, 
meaning a low community, the author says that this contention 
is baseless. When a term is capable of yielding a meaning by 
etymology itself, there is no justification in pressing the 
conventional sense into service. Even the principle of the 
rathakdra-nyaya applies only to cases other than these. Thus, 
etymologically these two terms, “bhdgavata” and “sattvata” 
which are formed by the addition of the suffix “an” to the bases 
“sattvat” and “bhagavat”, refer to the devotees of the Lord 
referred to by these bases, and this explanation is to be accepted 
as genuine. 

Therefore the contention of the opponents that these 
Bhagavatas are idential with vratyas 540 on account of similarity 

~ 539. Ibid. 

540. Vide the following extracts from the Lihgadhararjacandrika, 
regarding the vratya community : “The Atharvaveda mentions a new 
class of beings called ‘vratyas’. They meant originally those that were 
naturally pure and thus needed no samskara—hence they are glorified 
in the Atharvaveda. Prana is spoken in the Pras'nopani$at as being a 
‘vratya' and has been explained by Sankaracarya in his bhagya as 
“prathamajatvat anyasya samskarturabhavat asamskrtah; tvam 

svabhavata eva Buddha ityabhiprayah’.The Vratyas seem to have 

attached greater importance to a life of austerity and meditation upon 
God, than to the performance of sacrificial rites and the like. 

It is said in the Atharvaveda (XV-11) that any one who “entertains 
a Vratya will gain the road that gods travel”, “will gain possession of 
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of avocation, stands refuted. Vratyas who look after the temple 
and the Bhagavatas who perform the five-fold acts like upadana, 
abhigamana, ijya, svadhyaya and yoga which are ordained upon 
devout Pancaratrins, cannot at all be identical. The usage of 
terms like ‘bhdgavata’ and “sattvata” should not be understood 
as necessitated by the non-Brahmanical status of these people. 
They should be explained like the terms “bhahmapa” and 
“parivrdjaka”. Yamuna supports this view by citing other 
nyayas. 


waters”, “will obtain what is dear”, etc. The Veda similarly mentions 
further other benefits bestowed upon those that honoured the Vratyas. 
The word ‘vratya’ may or may not be understood as a form of Brahman 
— but it is evident that at this and subsequent times there must have 
developed in the public a reverence for religious mendicants who 
wandered about the land....without conforming themselves to the 
Brahmanic conventions. 

Even during the Vedic times, their failure to conform to Vedic 
rites seems to have been disapproved, and the Vratyas were regarded 
as falling outside the pale of orthodox society. And an attempt seems 
to have been made by the orthodox section to take the Vratyas back into 
their fold by subjecting them to some purificatory ceremonies called 
‘vrdtyastomas’ , a noteworthy content of the Tandyabrahmana of the 
Sama Veda. ‘They are sacrifices meant to enable these Aryan but non- 
Brahmanical Indians to enter the Brahmanical order’ (MacDonel, 
Sanskrit Litreature, p.210). But it seems that the Vrdtyastomas had not 
much effect and the Vrdtyo-section continued to develop and increase. 
Otherwise, there was no necessity for the later orthodox literature 
contained in sutras and smrtis to treat of Vratyas and the Vrdtyastomas. 

e.g. Kdtydyana Srautasutra says : “vratyayogyah stomah-vratyah 

prasiddha eva, patitasavitrlkah” ( Vacaspatya : p. 5071). 

They came to be a heterodox and degraded people, as may be 
ascertained from the derivative explanation of the word ‘vratya’ as : 
vratat samuhat cyavati yat, avyavaharye samskarahine jatimatropajivlni” 
(Vacaspatya : p. 5071)—pp. 151-3. 

“The position of the Vratyas was much better than that of the 
Sudras. They were certainly non-Sudras but were privileged Aryans and 
had degraded themselves by discarding the Brahmanical conventions. 
Otherwise the Vrdtyastomas or the purificatory ceremonies cannot be 
significant except that they were designed by the orthodox section to 
take back the Vratyas, the non-conformists, within their fold”.—p. 158. 
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The next contention is that the Bhagavatas are not at all 
orthodox Brahmanas, since they worship the Lord for their 
livelihood and also take in the food offered to Him, which acts 
are strictly forbidden for the orthodox. The reply is that all 
Bhagavatas are not found engaged in worshipping the Lord for 
livelihood. It is true that some Bhagavatas, with acute pecuniary 
conditions may worship for their maintenance ( svdrtha ). But this 
does not, in the least, affect the Brahmanical character of the 
Bhagavatas in general, whose one-pointed devotion to the Lord 
is unquestionable. Worshipping for personal sustenance is 
prohibited only when it is done by greedy worshippers purely as 
a trade, but not otherwise. 

As regards the argument that the Bhagavatas are identical 
with the Devalakas who worship God for livelihood and live upon 
God's exchequer, which activities are denounced by the smrtis, 
Yamuna, on the evidence of many smrris-passages, replies that the 
condemnation applies only to those who are not initiated 
according to the Pancaratra scriptures. It is also pointed out that 
the term, “devalaka” applies to one engaged in the worship of 
deities other than Visnu, like Rudra and Kali. 

Regarding the allegation that the Bhagavatas are not 
orthodox since they eat the food offered to the Lord {naivedya) 
and use His, nirmalya , which activities are condemned by the 
smrtis, Yamuna discusses at length and concludes oh the evidence 
of many Samhitds and Smrtis that there is nothing contradicting 
the usage of Vigiju's naivedya and nirmalya. Statements 
condemning their usage, found in some texts, are to be taken as 
referring to the naivedya and nirmalya of deities other than 
Vi?i)u. Yamuna declares that nobody can call in question the holy 
character of the naivedya and nirmalya of Vi?i>u. 

Regarding the contention that the Bhagavatas are non- 
Vedic on the ground that they perform sacraments like 
garbhadhana in a way that is quite different from the familiar 
one followed by others generally, Yamuna replies as follows : 
Bhagavatas who follow the Ekayanasdkha of the Sukla 
Yajurveda, perform sacraments only according to the Grhyasutra 
of Katyayana. They do not lose their Brahmanical status by not 
performing the rites in the way ordained by other branches of 
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the Veda. One following a particular Vedic recension and 
undergoing certain samskdras should not question the way in 
which these very sacraments are being performed by other Vedic 
groups. One has to take into consideration the tradition that 
governs such practices. 

The Ekdyana branch of the Sukla Yajurveda, on which the 
Pancaratra is claimed to be based, Yamuna declares, is not 
originated by a human being. He refers his readers in this 
connection, to another work, Kasmiragamapramdriya, which 
seems to be own work, 641 and which is unfortunately lost to us. 
This work is devoted to establish the apauru$eyatva or the 
revealed character of the Ekdyana branch, says Yamuna. The 
Bhagavatas of the present day (his own times) says Yamuna, in 
fine, cannot be proved to be Vratyas (the non-conformists to Vedic 
rites) because they carry out all the Vedic rites like any other 
orthodox follower of the Veda, perform the Sdvitri (GayatrT)- japa 
and so on. 

Towards the end of the text, there are two stanzas in praise 
of Nathamuni, the author's grandfather and also of the disciples 
of Nathamuni. It is said that the disciples of Nathamuni were 
great champions of the Bhagavata (Sattvata) religion and that 
they were unparalled dialecticians, fit to silence the opponents 
through the very arguments set forth by the latter. Nathamuni 
is glorified here as a great devotee of Mukunda (Vigpu, the 
bestower of mok?a ) and as one who had a direct vision of the 
Three Realities ( tattvatraya —i.e., Cit, Acit and Isvara), through 
his yogic powers. 

(e) The Siddhitraya 

The Siddhitraya, which we now take up for study, happens 
to be the largest and the most important of all the compositions 
of Yamuna. This work can rightly be said to be the. source-book 
of Ramanuja's Sribhd$ya, since many of the arguments and 
points of philosophical importance set forth in the Siddhitraya 
are either quoted or adapted by Ramanuja. 642 

541. See pp. *1-3 above. 

542. See Ch. VI below. 
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It may be noted, at the outset, that already by the time of 
our author, there existed the Siddhi- literature, i.e., literary 
works having the term ‘siddhi’ as the last member; 643 e.g., the 
I$tasiddhi, the Nai?karmyasiddhi, the Brahmasiddhi and the 
Sphotasiddhi. “The term ‘siddhi’ stands for conclusive 
ascertainment as a result of careful investigation ; and it 
presupposes discussion of a polemical nature, in many cases”. 644 
The fact that Yamuna, in the Siddhitraya, refutes the view set 
forth in the three Advaita works, the I$tasiddhi, the 
Nai$karmyasiddhi and the Brahmasiddhi, may be taken as 
explaining the name ‘Siddhitraya ’. 646 

As the very name suggests, the Siddhitraya consists of 
three parts devoted to the establishment of the Atman (the 
individual self), Isvara (the Supreme Being) and Sanwit (know¬ 
ledge as distinct from the object), which are known as the 
Atmasiddhi, Isvarasiddhi and Samvitsiddhi respectively. It is a 
matter of regret that all these three Siddhis suffer from gaps arid 
the extant text of the Siddhitraya is only a fragment of an 
originally larger work. 

As regards the order in which these Siddhis were originally 
written, internal evidence shows that it is the Sanwit - that comes 
first, since reference to it is found in the Atma. 646 The second and 
the third in succession are the Atma - and the Isvara -. This is 
proved by the fact that Yamuna refers to the Atma in the 
Isriara. 647 But the more popular order in which these sections are 

543. Vide Introduction to the Brahmasiddhi (Section I) by Mm. 
Prof. S. Kuppuswamy Sastry. 

544. Ibid. p. xxii. 

545. Vide commentary on the Siddhitraya (Isvarasiddhi ), p. 106, 
by Sri Uttamur T. VIraraghavacarya. 

546. Vide Siddhitraya with the commentary by Annangaracarya, 
Atmasiddhi, p. 84 : “prakasasca...samvitsiddhaveva sadhitam”. 

547. Vide Isvarasiddhi, p. 256 : “purvadeha., .dtmacintayam”. 
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found in the available editions 648 is made up of those relating to 
the establishment of the Atman , the Is'vara and the Sairwit. We 
shall follow this order in studying the work. The fact that the 
Atmasiddhi has an invocatory stanza ( mahgala-s'loka ) may, 
however, support this arrangement but it cannot be taken as a 
strong proof, since the available texts of the two other Siddhis, 
especially the Sahwit, have no beginning. 

The Atmasiddhi is the largest of all the three Siddhis 
available, and it consists of metrical as well as prose passages. 
In this section, the author proposes to discuss and establish the 
real nature of the Atman, the individual self. The 
Nyayasiddhahjana of Verikatanatha alias Vedanta De^ika reveals 
the fact that the Atmasiddhi is a digest of the Nyayatattva of 
Nathamuni 649 and it is probable that it is a digest of the pramatf- 
pada of the latter. From the manner in which the subject is 
introduced in this part which has its share of gaps, Yamuna 
seems to have dealt with it in its entirety. 660 Having established 
that the finite self is self-luminous, the text undertakes to 
establish its eternal character ( nityatva ) by first stating the 
prima facie view advanced by the Buddhists. Even this puruapak$a 
is not completely found here. It is at this point that this section 
breaks off. The verse that summarises the siddhania-vi&ft on the 
individual self is : 

648. The editions of the Siddhitraya are : 

(i) by 3rl Ramamis'ra£astrin. Benares, Pandit Series. 

(ii) with commentary by Uttamur T. VI rar agha vac ary a. Srivaiji 
Press, Tirupati, 1942. 

(iii) with commentary by P.B. Apnangaracarya of Vadtal. 
Nirnayasagar Press, 1954. 

(iv) with English translation by Prof. R. Ramanujacharya. Ubhaya 
Vedanta Granthamala Book Trust, Madras, 1972. Throughout this 
Thesis, page-references to the Siddhitraya correspond to the work 
edited by PB. Apnahgaracarya. 

549. Vide Nyayasiddhahjana, pp. 243-44 : ’’nyayatattvas'astrapra- 
karanam hi Atmasiddhih”. 

550. Cf. AS. p. 14 f. 

“tadevamaiiavasitaviS'epavimarS'akajanavimatidars'anat, 
tattatpakpasadhanabalabalanavagamacca tatastatah samdihanah 
prekgavanto na tavat paramapurugarthaya ghaferan, yavadayamatma 
paramatma ca svarupatah pramanatah, sambandhatah, praptita v , 
tatsadhanatailca na nirniyeteti tatpratibodhayedamarabhyate”. 
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“dehendriyamanahpranadhibhyo ‘nyo ‘nanyasadhanah 

nityo vyapi pratik§etramatma bhinnah svatab sukhi 

This stanza puts forth the Siddhdnta or the author's own 
view on the nature of the individual self and the rest of this 
section is by way of substantiating this view, in the course of 
which various theories on the nature of the self advocated by the 
Carvakas, the Buddhists, the Advaitins, the Samkhyas and 
Mimamsakas are stated and refuted. 

e 

The isvarasiddhi, too, has passages both in verse and 
prose. In this section Yamuna tries to establish the existence of 
the Supreme Being who is also the Controller of the entire 
universe. This section too breaks off somewhat abruptly towards 
the end. The term ‘ tatra ,662 with which the vulgate text of the 
Isvarasiddhi begins, leaves room to think that the opening part 
of this section is also lost. The available text of this section has 
the following order of arguments—the Mimamsaka's contention 
that no Supreme Creator for this world is necessary ; refutation 
of this view by the Naiyayika, in favour of an Omniscient Creator- 
God; the Mimamsaka's criticism of this,and a further refutation 
of the Mimamsaka's view by the Naiyayika. It is here that this 
Siddhi ends. Some hold that this section, in its present form, is 
complete. In such a case, it has to be taken for granted that the 
author, concurs with the Naiyayika's manner of proving the 
existence of God through Inference ( anumana ), which, however, 
is hard to believe. 663 

The sastrayonitva section of Ramanuja's Sribha$ya which 
follows the isvarasiddhi almost verbatim, has an interesting 
feature about it, viz., that the entire isvdpasiddhi in its present 

551. Ibid. p. 17. 

552. Cf. the opening stanza of the IS. p. 225 : 

“tatra kasyacidekasya vas'e vis'vam pravartate 

iti sadhayiturii purvam purvapakgartv pracakgmahe”. 

553. Vamnnfl does not admit Inference as a means of establishing 
the jiva even, as is evidenced by the following statement in AS. p. 139: 

“anumaniklmapyatmasiddhimasraddadhanah srautimeva tarn s'rotriyah 
sarigirante”. From this, we can infer that Yamuna would not have 
employed Inference to establish the existence of Supreme Being. 
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form has been included in the piirvapak$a and the conclusion has 
been arrived at in a different fashion, after refuting the 
contention of the logician too, with which the extant text of the 
Isvarasiddhi ends 664 . The Naiyayika infers the existence, omnipo¬ 
tence, etc. of God through logic whereas the Vedantin establishes 
them strictly on the authority of scriptual passages, without 
recourse to pure logic. In the light of this, it appears that the 
entire text of the Isvarasiddhi originally written by Yamuna, 
consisted of a further siddhanta -portion establishing the exist¬ 
ence of God on the lines of Vedantic thought, which however, 
came to be lost in course of time. This view has the express 
support of the opening verse of the Siddhi, wherein the term 
‘purvapak$a’ occurs, covering even the Naiyayika's arguments . 666 

The third section viz., the Sahwitsiddhi, has a speciality 
about it, in that it is full of metrical passages ; this section too 
is subject to the same fate of having gaps as the two preceding 
ones. Perhaps this is the only section that suffers heavily from 
gaps, at the beginning, the middle and the end. The available 
portion of this Siddhi contains passages which refute the 
Advaitic interpretation of some important Upanigadic texts and 
also the Advaitic conception of the Brahman, mdyd, etc. Some of 
the passages of this section may make us suppose that the 
original text consisted of the refutation of the Buddhist 
conception of sahwit (consciousness) also . 666 

Some verses of the Samvitsiddhi, not available in the 
vulgate text, are found quoted in the commentary of the 
Sribha$ya by Sudarsanasuri and also by Verikatanatha in some 
of his works. We shall discuss later on the missing portions of 
this Siddhi. 


* * * 


554. Brahmasutra I. i. 3 : “s'astrayonivat” 

555. IS. p. 225 : “purvapakgam pracak$mahe”. 

556. Cf. SS. p. 332 f : “niladyupaplavapetasvacchacinmatra- 
santatih” 
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The Atmasiddhi 

The Atmasiddhi opens with an invocatory stanza, wherein 
the author aspires for the highest form of devotion to the 
Supreme . 667 This verse is important because it not only stresses 
the need of devotion (i bhakti ) to the Lord, but also brings out, 
in a succinct way, the characteristics of the Supreme Godhead. 
The entire universe of matter and spirit—Matter in the 
unmanifest ( prakrti ) and the manifest ( vyakta ) forms, the element 
Time ( kola ), and souls which are many ( aneka ) and classified as 
the bound (puru?a ), the liberated ( mukta) and the ever-liberated 
(nityasiddha )—is said to run its course under the Will ( icchd ) 
of the Supreme Being, who is associated with Sri. The Supreme 
Being is also said to be attended upon by the liberated and ever- 
released souls ( nityasiddhas ), whose only enjoyment is serving 
the Lord and His consort. 

The author then sketches briefly the different views 
regarding the individual self and the Supreme Being with respect 
to such issues as their form, means of establishing their 
existence, mutual relations, release for the individual self and the 
means of release. He also observes that the compositions of 
philosophers like Bhartrhari, Sankara and Bhaskara have only 
misrepresented these issues and thus justifies his own undertak¬ 
ing in the present work . 668 

In a verse that follows , 669 Yamuna enumerates six 
characteristics of the individual self, which he proposes to 

557. Cf. AS. p. 1 : 

“prakrtipurusakalavyaktamukta yadiccham anuvidadhati pityam 

nityasiddhairanekaih 

svaparicaranabhogaissrlmati priyamane bhavatu mama paramin 

puru§e bhaktibhuma 11 

558. AS. pp. 4-17. Cf. ibid : pp. 15-16 ; “yadyapi bhagavata 
badarayapenedamarthanyeva sutrapi prapltani ; vivrtani ca tani 
par imitagambhirabha?ina dramidabha?yakrta ; vistrtani ca tani 
gambhiranyayasagarabha?ina srivatsarikami^repapi ; tathapi 
acaryatahka-bhartrprapanca-bhartrmitra-bhartrhari-brahmadatta-sahk- 
ara-srivatsarika-bhaskaradiviracitasitasitavividhanibandhana^rad- 
dhavipralabdhabuddhayo na yathavat, anyatha ca pratipadyante iti 
yuktah prakarapaprakramah” 

559. Ibid. p. 17 : 

“dehendriyamanaljpranadhibhyo ’nyo ’nanyasadhanah 

nityo vyapl pratikgetramatma bhinnassvatassukhi”. 
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establish in the Atmasiddhi, after refuting other views. The self, 
according to him, is quite distinct from the physical body, sense- 
organs, mind, vital breath and intellect. It is self-luminous, 
eternal and also has attributive cosciousness which is all- 
pervasive. There are as many selves as there are bodies. The self 
is naturally blissful. 

The first critic introduced by Yamuna for refutation is the 
Carvaka with his theory that the self tatman) is not something 
different from the physical body. The concept of the self held by 
the Carvaka, which is quite well-known, has been refuted by all 
theistic philosophers alike 660 and so we shall pass on to the next 
theory on the nature of the self set forth by Yamuna for 
refutation. 

This is to the effect that the sense-faculties themselves are 
the self. The advocates of this theory maintain that, since the 
sense-organs are not visible, qualities like colour and size which 
are found in visible objects are also absent from them. As a result 
of this, there would be no conception of “aham” (I) associated 
with the presentation of the colour, form, etc., by the senses. The 
advocates of this theory claim that the defects from which the 
Carvaka's theory of the self suffers, are absent here. The 
knowledge arising from the activity of a particular sense-organ 
pertains only to that particular sense. This point is corroborated 
by them by quoting a passage from the Vardhapurdri,a, m which 
apparently demarcates the knowledge of one sense-organ from 
that of another. 

Criticising the view, Yamuna says that it cannot stand the 
strain of logical scrutiny. If the senses are themselves the self, 
they must be so, either individually or collectively. No sense 

560. Cf. Prabhakarauijaya of Nandisvara, where the section on 
the nature of self is almost identical with the Atmasiddhi -portion 
setting forth the Carvaka-conception of the dtman. 

561. Varahapurdna ch. 98 : sis. 1-26 narrate the story of sage 
Satyatapas, replying to a hunter who questioned him about the 
whereabouts of a boar which had taken shelter in his Mrama. The sage 
in an indirect way replies that “neither the eye has a tongue nor the 
tongue, an eye”. Cf. : 

“drastuiii cakgur nasti jihveha vaktum 

jihvayassyat tattvato ‘stlha caksuh” 
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individually can be called the self, because then the recollection 
of a particular object by a particular sense-organ, already 
cognised by another sense, becomes impossible. But such a thing 
is a matter of experience for us, as is clear from the statement, 
“The pot which I saw before, is now being touched by me”. The 
senses cannot also form the self collectively, for we do not either 
cognise or recollect a single object through all the sense-organs 
put together. This view also goes against our practical experience. 
If one sense fails to function, then according to this view, it 
should result in the death of the man possessing that sense. 

Another defect about this theory is that when a particular 
sense-organ fails to function, the objects comprehended by that 
sense-organ before, can no longer be recollected later. But we 
know that recollections take place even in such cases. It is not 
a hard and fast rule that the knowledge arising out of a particular 
sense-organ inheres only in that particular sense. Thus, for 
example, we know that the sin arising from injuring a person 
through a weapon pertains only to the man who uses the weapon, 
but not to the weapon itself. The passage of the Vardhapurdpa 
is to be understood in a different way. The statement made by 
the sage Satyatapas proceeded from his unwillingness either to 
let off the boar which resorted to him, or to allow the hunter 
and his fapiily to die of starvation. 

This is followed by another theory which maintains that 
the mind is the self and claims to be free from all the defects found 
in the preceding ones. The popular view that mind is superior 
to all the other sense-organs lends support to this view. Since 
mind is one and eternal, there is also no difficulty in accounting 
for perception and recollection, even though the senses may 
themselves fail to function. 

This^ew is unsound, says Yamuna because mind is, after 
all, an instilment for acquiring knowledge, like any other sense- 
organ. Even when the external sense-organs are in contact with 
their respective objects, they do not produce knowledge all at a 
time. They do so only one at a time, which makes us infer the 
existence of yet another means of knowledge without the aid of 
which other senses are not able to represent their objects 
simultaneously. This proves that mind is also an instrument 
involved in the production of knowledge. So it is contradictory 
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to say that mind itself is the self, i.e., the agent of knowledge. 
If, however, what is thus served by other senses is called the self 
and the mind is equated with it, it would only be a difference in 
name. But this would contradict all experience . 662 

The conception of the mind according to the Nyaya- 
Vaise§ika is then set forth and refuted as unsound . 663 But it may 
be noted that Yamuna does not clarify his own position on the 
nature of the mind, except that it is an instrument but not the 
agent or possessor of knowledge. 

The Nyaya-Vaise? ikas infer mind as the ninth category on 
the ground that the absence of simultaneous recollections cannot 
otherwise be accounted for . 664 Another reason they put forth is 
that pleasure, pain, etc., which are the special qualities inherent 
in the self, should have a non-inherent cause, which could only 
be of the form of conjunction ( samyoga ) of the self with some 
other entity ; it is this other entity that is called ‘manas ’. This 
view is supported by them through the illustration of the 
production of colour in the atoms of earthen articles resulting 
from the conjunction of fire. The Nyaya-Vaise? ikas also point out 

that mind is not constituted of any one of the five elements_■ 

earth,, water, fire, air and ether. If the mind is elemental, it must 
be one among the five elements. The possibility of the mind being 
made up of one of these five elements is ruled out by Inferences. 
Thus, to cite one or two instances : ‘Mind cannot be constituted 
of earth because it is an indriya helpful in cognising taste (rasa). 
The mind cannot also be made up of water, for it is instrumental 
to the cognition of smell’. 

These arguments are criticised by Yamuna, through 
another critic. The question of accounting for the absence of 
simultaneous recollections remains unaswered, even after the 


562. Cf. AS., p. 46 : “tatha sati saihjfiamatre vivadah.kintu tada 

sarvalaukikavayavaharo badhyetetyalam”. 

563. Ibid : pp. 46-54. 

564. Cf. Nyayasutra : I. i. 16 : “yugapajjnananutpattir manaso 
lingam”. 
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mind is postulated. Although a man might have all the latent 
impressions in him necessary to rouse recollections of all the 
experiences he had, yet he is able recollect them one at a time, 
but not all at a time. It cannot be replied that this non¬ 
simultaneity is due to the sequence in which the stimulants of 
the safnskaras occur. Even though one may try, through 
concentration, to recollect all his past experiences, he is able to 
recollect only one at a time. So, ultimately, the Nyaya-Vais'e§ikas 
have to bring in adr$ta and such other factors to account for the 
non-simulataneity of recollections. The same principle can be 
applied to the present case also. Although the senses are in 
contact with external objects, knowledge regarding all entities is 
not produced at one and the same time, because of the adr?fa of 
the person concerned. So it is clear that there is no need to bring 
in a ninth category called manas. 

The argument that pleasure, pain, etc. which are inherent 
in the self should have, as their non-inherent cause, the contact 
of the self with some other entity—which entity is called manas — 
is also pointed out to be baseless. The non-inherent cause for 
pleasure and pain is the knowledge produced from the contact 
of the senses with favourable and unfavourable objects, which 
necessarily precedes all experience of pleasure and pain. This 
jnana, in its turn, has, as its non-inherent cause (asamavayi- 
kararpa), the contact of the senses with the self, where the senses 
happen to be already in conjunction with their respective objects. 
The conjunction between the. self and the sense-organs has again, 
as its non-inherent cause, volition, adr$ta and such other factors. 
As a matter of fact, volition itself forms the asamavdyi-kararpa 
for adr?fa. This makes it clear that mind cannot be. postulated 
as the ninth category on the ground that pleasure etc. require 
an asamavayi-kararpa. 

The next argument, viz., that the non-inherent cause of the 
special qualities of an eternal category could only be of the form 
of the conjunction (samyoga) of the eternal category with another 
entity, is also pointed out to be wrong. The illustration of colour 
found in the , atoms of earth after contact with fire is also 
misplaced. The Nyaya-Vais'e$ikas have to infer the production of 
colour in earth-atoms only on the basis of their observation of 
colour in the effect ( karya ). Likewise, even in the case of pleasure, 
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pain, etc., they should be admitted to have been preceded by the 
jnana regarding entities that are favourable and unfavourable. 
Therefore, the postulation of the mind as the ninth category is 
not justified, since we are able to account for the non-appearance 
of simultaneous recollections in the manner shown above. 

Even if the Nyaya-Vaise? ikas want to infer the conjunction 
of the self with some other entity only on the strength of 
invariable concomitance ( vyapti ), then it will result in the 
inference of the conjunction of the self with a well-known entity 
possessing the quality of touch such as the physical body; and 
so, this cannot improve the position. As regards the view that 
the possibility of the mind being elemental is disproved by 
inferences, it is criticised as preposterous. The inference which 
denies that mind is constituted of the element earth, also implies 
at the same time that it is made up of water. Likewise, the 
inference which disproves the watery character of mind, implies 
its being made up of air and so on. So, this type of inference is 
not helpful to the Nyaya-Vais'e§ ikas . 665 

The critic points out that mind is neither elemental in 
character, nor the ninth category. Mind is nothing but intellect 
(buddhi). The different states of mind are also matters of 
experience to us, as for exapmple when we say, “My mind is 
perturbed”, “My mind is peaceful,” and so on. So, reference to 
the mind as an instrument of knowledge, found in authoritative 
texts, should only be understood as pointing to the different 
states of mind as ‘buddhi’ and ‘ahahkara’. This discussion ends 
here and Yamuna points out, without giving us his own view on 
the matter, that under no condition can mind be called the self, 
whether it is identical with buddhi or a different category 
altogether, 

The theory that is next introduced is that which identifies 
the atman with vital breath. This is based on the observance of 
negative and positive concomitances of vital airs and the feeling 
of atmatva in all bodies. To be clear, we feel the presence of the 
atman in a physical body only when there is prana inside; and 
we feel the absence of the self in a body when there is no prana 


565. Cf. AS., pp. 48-51. 
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in it. Since prana is mobile, scriptural texts which speak of the 
atman being liberated from the body, its movement in other 
dominions, etc., become meaningful. Otherwise, these'texts 
should only be explained secondarily. 

This theory is unsound, says Yamuna. Vital breaths are 
not different from the air outside. That is why they cannot have 
consciousness. Another point is that when the self does not have 
any activity in deep sleep, prana is still found to function. It is 
only due to the function of the prana that the food, etc. taken 
in by man converted into the seven dhatus, even when he is 
asleep. So prana is nothing but air within the body, associated 
with minute practicles of the three elements— fire, water and 
earth. 

Another strong proof against prana being the self is the 
fact that it can be felt by touch as any external object. Moreover, 
gratis which speak of the movement of the self after exit from 
the body cannot be divested of their primary significance. The 
atman is subtle ( avibhu ) and as such, like the mind, can have 
motion in accordance with other contributory factors like 
volition and unseen merit ( adr?fa ). Yamuna tells us that this 
discussion also appears in the section dealing with the magnitude 
(parimana ) of the self, which, unfortunately, is not available . 666 

The next view introduced is that the self is identical with 
Samvit or consciousness . 667 The advocates of this view put forth 
as the reason the fact of samvit being ajada, i.e., different from 
what is non-intelligent. Whenever there is jadatva, there is the 
absence of atmatva, as in the case of a pot. By ajadatva is meant 
the characteristic fact of self-manifestation, because we know 
that consciousness, when it exists, does not fail to shine forth 
of its own accord. 

The Bhafta's criticism of the above is then given briefly, 
that consciousness is also non-intelligent ( jada ), like a pot etc. 
and that its existence can only be inferred by means of an 


566. Cf. AS., p. 56 : “parimananirupane 'pyetat bhavigyatityala- 
madhuna”. 

567. Cf. ibid : “bhavatu tarhi samvidevatma, ajadatvat”. 
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occasional property called ‘jnatata’ or ‘prakds'a’ or ‘prakatya’ 
(manifestedness) generated in the objects . 668 

This view of Bliattas is then controverted from the 
Prabhakara-standpoint. There is no justification for the postu¬ 
lation of an unknown property called jndtata. Consciousness is 
itself enough to account for all usage (vy'avahdra) . Mere objective 
consciousness without reference to a knower and the known, 
cannot be said to exist at all. The triple factor of knowledge, the 
knower and the known is a necessity for all cognitions. 

The view that self-luminous Consciousness constitutes the 
self is then taken up. The statement, ‘I know.’, is explained by 
the Buddhists as not primarily speaking of a knower as the, 
substratum of Consciousness. This is a determinate perception 
(,savikalpaka ), which, according to them, is not strictly perceptual 
in character. The point that the atman is not something different 
from Consciousness is explained by them on the ground that it 
is always presented together with the latter (sahopalambha). This 
rule of sahopalambha, according to them, does not have any 
Exception. That is why the nature of the self described by others 
proceeds only from the misconception that the self is different 
from Consciousness and as such, the argument cannot be correct. 

The Buddhists point out, in fine, that self-luminous Conscious¬ 
ness is the only reality and that the world of illusory distinction 
between the knower and the known, is based on the impressions 
of that Consciousness (vasand). The conclusion of the Advaitins f 
regarding the nature of the self is also shown by Yamuna to be 
similar to the above, except for the fact that the reason they put 
forth for the illusory appearance of distinctions in the world, is j 
beginningless Nescience ( anddyavidya ) and also that the self is | 
of the form of such a Consciousness. f 

The above views are supported from quotations from the ? 
Buddhist and Advaita works . 669 | 

668. Cf. ibid : p. 57 : “tatas'ca tadgatagantukaprakas'ati- j; 
sayadars'anena pas'cat samvidanulnasyate iti”. | 

569. Pra. Vdr. III. 354 : . f 

“avaibhago ’pi buddhyatma viparyasitadars'anaih | 

grahyagrahakasarmdttibhedavaniva lak?yate” | 

Again, “s'uddharii tattvam prapaficasya na heturanivrttital) 1 

j n atrjneyavibha gasya mayaiva janani tatah” (This is to be identified). | 
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The Buddhist conception that momentary consciousness 
( k$anabhahgini sarrwit) is the only Reality, is then criticised. 
Recognition of the type, “This is what I saw”, involving a 
recollection and continuity, becomes inexplicable on this view, 
says Yamuna. Even a recourse to the view that consciousness can 
exist without a substratum ( niralambana-jhdna) cannot solve 
this problem, because this view goes against our practical 
experience. Moreover, all knowledge in general will have some 
object or other ; if it does not pertain to any object ( alambana ), 
it cannot be called jhana at all. Another contradiction in the 
Buddhistic argument is that the reason they put forth, viz., ‘being 
without a substratum or object (nirdlambanatva)', does really 
have something to establish ( sdlambana ) ; this is nothing but a 
contradiction in terms. Yamuna further points out that the 
theory of the nirdlambanatva of knowledge is refuted by 
Nathamuni in his Nydyatattva (called sastra) by justifying the 
concept that all knowledge is real (yathartha-Khyati ) , 670 

It is further pointed out that the difficulty of accounting 
for recognition cannot even be met by the conception of a stream- 
cognition ( sahwit-santana ), or by denying the validity of 
recognition by inferences. An intelligent entity which is the seat 
of the stream of cognitions and which is also existent at the time 
of recognition, is delcared by Yamuna as an essential factor for 
recognition. 

With the Buddhistic conception of Consciousness as the 
only reality thus set aside, the criticism now naturally turns to 
the Advaita which conceives of the self as Consciousness. 

According to the Advaita, Consciousness is beginningless 
because it is self-existent and also because its antecedent non¬ 
existence (pragabhava ) cannot be proved to exist by conscious¬ 
ness. ‘Beginninglessness’ also, wards off modifications like 
growth and annihilation. For the same reason, it is also devoid 
of all differences of similar (sajatiya) and dissimilar ( vijatiya) 
types, or even differences of an inherent nature ( svagata ). It can 
have no cognisable attribute too (“ato ’sya na meyah kascidapi 


570. AS. p. 65 : “yatharthakhyatisamarthanena ca sdstre .” 
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dharmo 'sti”). 611 It is this self-luminous and immutable Conscious¬ 
ness that manifests itself as the finite and the infinite selves. 
I$tasiddhi 612 is quoted by Yamuna on the above. The view of 
Sures'varacarya 573 is also quoted to show that the self is of the 
form of Safnvit and that this alone could be the purport of all 
the Vedantas. 

Detailed examination of the statements is then made. The 
Advaitic concept of the self is contradicted by secular as well as 
scriptural usage. Thus, for example, the judgement, “I know 
this”, shows consciousness as pertaining to an object and also 
as forming an attribute of the perceiving self, the knower. 
Knowledge arises, exists and vanishes. It is absent from states 
of sleep, swoon, etc., because any knowledge relating to those 
states is not recollected. Terms like sarrwit and jhdna are only 
relative, implying the reference to an agent and an object. 
Absolute knowledge without any agent and object cannot exist 
at all . 574 

The statement that the previous non-existence ( pragabhava) 
of Consciousness cannot be established by Consciousness in 
incoherent, says Yamuna. Consciousness generally reveals all 
objects irrespective of the time-factor. Only sensory perception 
has such limitations. With this, it is also pointed out that the 
view which holds that all objects of knowledge ( prameya ) are 
eternal because of their invariable relation with the eternal 
means of knowledge ( pramdpa) is wrong. The pramdpa-prameya 

571. Cf /$. S. p. 1: “nasya meyo dharmo ‘pyastiyarthah”. There are 
many lines from Itfasiddhi actually quoted by Yamuna in his 
Atmasiddhi, pp. 67-69. 

572. Yamuna quotes on p. 69 of the AS. the. line, 
“yanubhutirajameya ‘nantatma”, which is from the opening verse of I?.S. 

573. The following two verses from the Brhddrarj.yakabhd$yavdr- 
tika are quoted : 

“paragarthaprameyegu ya phalatvena sammata| 

sartivit saiveha meyo ‘rtho vedantoktipramanatahl | 

apramanyaprasaktisca syadito ‘nyarthakalpane | 

vedantanam atas tasman nanyamartham prakalpayet” 11 

574. AS. p. 73 “sambandhisabdasca sarnvidanubhutijnanapra- 
kasadisabda iti sabdarthavidah; na hyakarmakasya janatyaderaka- 
rtrkasya va prayogo lake vede va”. 
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relation consists in the representation of the real form of objects 
by the means of knowledge, as belonging to a particular time, 
place, etc. The statement of the I$tasiddhi 616 that recollection does 
not pertain to external objects, that is to say, that it is invalid, 
is also pointed out to be baseless. 

Self-existent consciousness cannot establish the non¬ 
existence of its own pragabhava. Non-existence is established by 
effectual non-apprehension iyogyanupalabdhi) alone. All forms of 
knowledge like Perception and Inference cognise their objects 
under given conditions of time. Knowledge devoid of all distinc¬ 
tions cannot exist at all. Consciousness pertaining to others can 
be inferred. Otherwise, all activities would become impossible. 

‘Anubhutitva’ or being anubhuti or Consciousness is 
explained by Yamuna as lying in manifesting its own self or its 
object to its substratum. Yamuna argues out in detail against the 
statement of the Advaitins that Consciousness ceases to be itself, 
if it is cognised by anything else. 

The argument that Consciousness is devoid of all modifi¬ 
cations on the ground that it is without a beginning, is shown 
to go wrong in regard to its pragabhava (prior non-existence); 
for such non-existence, though devoid of a beginning, is liable to 
end. The opinion that Consciousness is devoid of all distinctions 
is also shown by Yamuna to be incorrect. The self, which is 
eternal, is distinct from the body, the senses, etc. One has to 
admit that the distinctions between different kinds of knowledge 
and their objects are all ultimately real on the strength of 
practical experience. 

The contention that Consciousness has no cognisable 
attributes ( nasya meyo dharmo ’sti) is also wrong. Qualities like 
self-luminosity and eternity with respect to Consciousness are 
admitted by the Advaitins themselves. The forms of conscious¬ 
ness, attributes like manifestation, eternity and number, are 
mutually distinct but not identical. Therefore, the declaration of 
the I$tasiddhi, 1 nasya meyo dharmo ’sti ’ 6 ‘ 76 is only a contradiction 

575. Cf. ibid. p. 76 : “ata eva ‘smrtir na bahyavisaya, na$te ‘pyarthe 
smrtidarsanat’ ityapi pralapah”. 

Cf. I.?.S. IV-17; p. 294. 

576. I?.S. p. 1. 

Y—20 
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in terms. The Genitive Case in “asyah” (of this) necessarily ■ 
implies some relation. Consciousness being manifest, it should 
only be qualified. If it is unmanifest, it would only become an 
absolute non-entity like a hare's horn. This manifestation must' 
pertain to some person. Therefore, the Advaitic doctrine of 
Consciousness as the self cannot be the purport of the Vedantas, 
says Yamuna. 

Recognitions like “I experienced this at one time” 

(i ahamidamanvabhuvam ), cannot be explained on the Advaitic 
view as on the Buddhistic view, he says. Going into the details 
of the Advaitic concept, the author says that the view that 
Consciousness erroneously appears as the agent, even as the shell 
appears as silver, is incoherent. If this were correct, the illusion 
then should take the form, “Consciousness is I”, which, however, 
is not the case. The judgement, “I am conscious”, shows 
‘consciousness’ as an attribute of the entity called “aham” (I). 
The doctrine of the illusory knowership of the Consciousness also 
cannot be maintained by its advocates. According to them, the 
self, after the dawn of true knowledge, loses its knowership. If 
this were true, absence of such knowledge is preferable to its 
attainment, points out Yamuna. 

Another purvapak?a view is that there exists a “witnessing 
inner self” ( sak$in ), distinct from the knower denoted by the term 
T. But this, according to our author, in unwarranted. ‘Being a 
witness’ means having direct knowledge of things. Direct 
knowledge pertains to the self denoted by the term ‘I’, which 
alone could be the witness ( sdk?in ), as is evidenced from 
statements like, “I know” ( ahamjanaml ), and “It manifests itself 
to me” ( mahyafn prakasate). 

The next claim of the Advaitins is that egoity ( ahahkdra ), 
an evolute of the unmanifest prakrti and intellect ( buddhi ), may 
be accepted as possessing this knowership. This view is rejected 
by Yamuna on the ground that like the body, ahahkdra and 
buddhi, too, are devoid of consciousness, mutable, non-intelli- 
gent, etc. Knowership cannot be ascribed to them, even through 
the reflection of, or contact with consciousness, for consciousness 
is imperceptible and it also possesses no real knowership 
according to the Advaitins. 
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The view that ahahkdra manifests the self as residing 
within itself as a mirror, is then put forth. According to it, the 
judgement, “I know,” is a case of erroneous knowledge. In states 
of deep sleep and release, there is no representation of the entity, 
T ; hence the self then exists in its original form of pure 
consciousness; So, what is referred to as “I”, cannot be the self. 
Nai$karmya-siddhi 6r ' is quoted in support. 

This view is criticised. Non-intelligent ahahkdra cannot 
manifest the self which is self-luminous, even as a lump of spent- 
up coal cannot manifest the Sun, as the former is dependent upon 
the latter for its very existence. 678 Ahahkdra and the self are of 
two opposite natures ; if the self were to be manifested by the 
former, it would only become non-intelligent like a pot. 

The exact nature of the ‘manifestation’ claimed to be 
effected by ahahkdra in respect of the self cannot be explained 
too. The possibilities of manifestation ever taking place are also 
examined and refuted by Yamuna. In the course of this refutation 
it is also stated that the Advaitic conception of a positive and 
indefinable nescience {ajhana) as the material cause of the world 
is mere talk. 

Moreover, a manifesting entity does not show the thing to 
be manifested as residing in itself, Lamps, etc., are given as the 
illustration. The theory of the intrinsic validity of knowledge 
demands a representation of all objects as they exist. The entity 
denoted by the T alone could be the inward self, but not pure 
Consciousness, says Yamuna. 

The statement that the manifestation of ‘I’ is absent in 
states of deep sleep* and release is shown by Yamuna to be 
contradicted by common experience. In deep sleep, the element 

577. NKS. II. 32 : p, 70 : 

“atmanascedahamdharino yayanmuktisusuptayoh 

yato nanveti tenayamanyadlyo bhavedaham” 

678. AS. p. 94 : 

“santahgara ivadityamahankaro jadatmakah 

svayamjyoti§amatmanam vyanaktlti na yuktimat”. 

This is quoted by Ramanuja is his Sribha?ya under I. i. 1. 
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of T continues to exist, but does not cease to exist. None that' 
has arisen from sleep recpllects that he, during sleep, existed as 
pure Consciousness. Judgements like “I knew nothing at all” and 
‘I was not conscious even of my own self”, adduced by the 
Advaitins in support of their view, are explained by Yamuna in 
accordance with his own line of argument that during deep sleep,. 
the self-exists only as the ‘I’. 

Equally illogical is the contention that the consciousness 
of T is absent in the state of mok$a. If this argument were 
correct, it only comes to mean that the self perishes in release, 
as held by the Bauddhas. Awareness as ‘aham' (I) constitutes the 
very being of the self, and it is not its attribute. The statement, 
“Knowledge has arisen in me” (jhanam me jdtarii), shows 
knowledge as an attribute of the self. 679 

It is only for freeing one's own self from the sufferings of 
worldly existence and for attaining unending bliss that one would 
aspire and try for mak$a. This cannot go well with the Advaitic 
conception of mok$a, according to which in release, there would 
be a cessation of all ideas relating to the self termed “I”. This 
view would thus result in the futility and the consequent 
invalidity of all the scriptures. 

The Advaitins may further contend that in the judgement, 
“I know” ( ahamjanami ), the self is actually represented by the 
term, “jandmi”, but not by the term “I”. The entity “I” is only 
an objective element (yu?madartha ), dependent upon the self. 
This view is set aside on the ground that it contradicts 
experience. None would think of the entity, T, referred to in the 
above judgement as the objective element and as the not-self. The 
entity T is self-luminous and independent, and it alone could be 
the knowing self. Even in the state of release, as in the state of 
bondage, the self shines forth as T, for its own sake, as opposed 
to entities like a pot. It should not be argued that this knowledge 
of ‘aham’ would result in ignorance and bondage, for there is 
no invariable concomitance between the former and the latter. 


579. AS. pp. 99-104. 
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Passages from the Upani?ads Bm and the Bhagavadgita 681 
are then quoted by Yamuna to emphasise .that seers like 
Vamadeva, gods like Rudra and even the Supreme Being had the 
consciousness of T while referring to their own selves. 

The consciousness of T, in the absence of all contradictory, 
factors, refers primarily to the self. When it refers to the body, 
it is termed ‘avidyd’ or ignorance. The Vispupurdpa 682 is adduced 
by Yamuna in support of this definition of avidyd. 

Moreover, the Advaitins cannot explain the erroneous 
conception of the body as the self, for nobody thinks of his own 
body as pure consciousness, which, according to the Advaitins, 
is the self. 

The Advaitic conception of the self is thus shown by 
Yamuna as unsound on the ground of practical experience, 
reasonings, scriputal statements and also due to the fact that 
nescience ( avidyd ) cannot be attributed to the self. 683 

Fallacies are then pointed out in the Inference of the 
Advaitins that Consciousness is the self of the ground that it is 
ajada, non-material or sentient. This term, ‘ajadatva’, cannot 
properly be defined by the Advaitins. It may be said that a thing 
which exists but which is not a self-luminious entity, isjada and 
that a thing which exists and shines forth as a self-luminous 
entity is ajada. But on this definition, ajadatva may also apply 
to sukha, duhkha and icchd, which are part of our experience, 
and to lamps etc., which exist and illumine. This reason, viz., 
ajadatva, can also be assailed as asiddha and viruddha, since 

580. Cf. AS. pp. 107-08 : 

Brhctdaranyaka : III. iv. 10 : “taddhaitat pasyan r?irvamadevah 
pratipede aham manurabhavam suryasca”. . 

Atharvasiras : “ahameva ca vartami bhavisyami”; etc. 

581. Bhagavadgita : XV 18a: “yasmat k?aramatito ‘hamaksaradapi 
cottamah” etc. 

582. VI. 7.10a : “sruyatam capyavidyayah svarupaiii kulanandana” 
etc. 

583. Cf. AS. p. 110 : 

“atah pratyaksasiddhatvad uktanyayagamanvayat 
avidya-ayogatas'catma jnatahamiti bhasate”. 
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the Advaitins do not accept any manifestation different from 
Consciousness. They hold pleasure and pain as being jada and 
not the self, for they manifest for the sake of others. But Yamuna 
asks whether knowledge manifests itself for itself or for others. 
They have to say that it manifests for another entity denoted by 
.‘aham’ (I) and to whom an experience, ‘I am happy’ etc., occurs. 
So, this reason is asiddha. Thus, the self is that which is referred 
to as T, and which, being ajada, manifests itself for its own self. 
Knowledge is dependent upon the self for its own manifestation. 
It is on this supposition that types of knowledge like pleasure 
and pain are said to manifest only to the self on which they are 
based, but not to others. The self, on the other hand, does not, 
for its own manifestation, stand in need of any relation with 
another self or anything else for that matter. 

The author then proceeds to refute the Buddhistic theory 
of sahopalambha in great detail. This theory tries to prove that 
there is no self different from knowledge, by reason of the two 
being presented together, as expressed in such statements as, 
“sahopalambhaniyamad abhedah nilataddhiyoh” . 5M But this 
sahopalambha theory, says the author, can equally be turned 
against the Buddhist, to prove that it is knowledge that is ever 
presented along with the self, in which case, knowledge will be 
mithyd or unreal. In our experience, there are two phases of 
samanyas and vise$as concomitant, presented as modes of a piece 
of knowledge. The Buddhistic theory of sahopalambha is asiddha 
in this instance, because vis'e$as vary from one another. The 
theory cannot be valid, because there is no knowledge which is 
purely particular ( vise$amatra ). ‘Samanya of course, is not 
acceptable to the Buddhists. But according to us, the self 
continues to shine forth even after cessation of all sensory 
activities as in states of deep sleep and dissolution. 

The term ‘sahopalambha’ , is a contradiction in terms since 
the usage of the word ‘ saha ’ (‘along with’) implies the acceptance 
of two different entities. So, having referred once to two different 


584. This is attributed to Dharmakirti. See Pahcika of Salikanatha 
on Brhati of Prabhakara under I. i, 5, p. 79 (Madras University Sanskrit 
Series No. 3, Part I). The second half of the verse is : 

“bhedas'ca bhrantivijnanaih dr sye t e lif]avivadvay e ”. 
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entities as ‘nlla” (a blue object) and its ‘dhV (knowledge) (nila- 
taddhiyoh), the Buddhists cannot identity them. 

The identity sought to be established by sahopalambha is 
vitiated also by the contingency that knowledge and its opposite, 
viz., jadatva which is negated by knowledge, are attended by 
sahopalambha and hene would become identical. It is also liable 
to the same fallacy in the case of the cognitions of the bound 
selves ( baddha ) which co-exist with the knowledge of the 
Enlightened One (i buddha ). If, according to the Buddhistic thepry, 
all these cognitions were to »be identical with jatfatva and 
omniscience, it would not only result in knowledge becomingya«5?a, 
murta, etc. but also in the Enlightened becoming the bound, since 
knowledge would have all the limitations of the bound selves. 686 

With his theory of sahopalambha thus refuted, the 
Buddhist now tries to establish identity between knowledge and 
the knower through a slightly modified argument. According to 
this, identity between two entities can be established when both 
of then},are cognised by a single cognition. Safnvit and its knower 
can thus become identical, only when they both become the 
objects of another single cognition. Similar is the case of identity 
between safrwit and object. 

Even this argument is criticised by Yamuna as unsound, 
since all the defects pointed out earlier in the sahopalambha 
argument, would continue here also. 

Another defect pointed out is that this argument cannot 
achieve the desired identity between two entities like knowledge 
and an object, or knowledge and the knower, that is to say, that 
the probans is aprayojaka or inefficacious. Thus, there need not 
be any identity between knowledge, the knower and the known, 
even if they are all cognised by a single cognition. An object like 
nila (a blue object, say, a blue pot), being non-luminous by its 
very nature, stands in need of self-luminous knowledge (prakasa ) 

585. Cf. AS. p. 114 : 

“anekantasfca saiiividi prati§idhyamanair ja<Jatvadibhih ; 
sarvajnajfianena sahopalambhaniyamabhagibhih saihsarijnanaisca; 
te?amabhedabhyupagame jnanasya jadatvamurtatvadi, buddhasya 
baddhatvamityapadyeta.” 
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for its manifestation. Such being the case, there is no justification 
for the identification of objects with knowledge. The point that 
Yamuna stresses here is that co-presentation of knowledge and 
objects is not due to the natural identity between both of them. 
Rather, it is due to the incapacity of the objects to manifest 
themselves independently, without the aid of self-luminous 
knowledge. Even granting that the theory of sahopalambha is 
valid, it might establish the identity of cognisable (external) 
objects alone, but never that of knowledge and its knower. 686 

The Buddhist theory of sahopalambha, says Yamuna, is 
also contradicted by practical experience because, in all cases 
of knowledge, the knower shines forth as quite distinct from 
knowledge as well as the objects of knowledge. 

The opponent might now contend that perception of entities 
is rendered possible only when the counter-correlatives of those 
entities are perceived. Thus, according to him, difference between 
knowledge and the knower could be apprehended only when the 
counter-correlative of difference, viz., knowledge, is either 
directly perceived or is at least capable of being perceived. But 
since knowledge cannot be an object of perception, being non¬ 
material, difference, whose counter-correlative knowledge is, 
cannot also be perceived. 

But this is a baseless contention, says Yamuna. Perception 
of objects should not be linked to the perception of their counter¬ 
correlatives. It is enough if the counter-correlatives are generally 
known and it is not necessary that they should also be perceived , 
In common experience too, all objects appear to be mutually 
distinct, although we do not perceive the counter-correlatives of 
those objects. 687 

The Buddhist now tries to vindicate his sahopalambha 
theory from the viewpoint of the relative strength of pramanas — 
Perception and Inference. He contends that Perception which 
establishes the difference between knowledge and its objects 
cannot contradict Inference which, on the contrary, proves their 


586. Vide AS. pp. 115-16. 

587. Ibid : p. 116 


159 YAMUNA’S CONTRIBUTION TO VISISTADVAITA 

identity and on which is based his edifice of the sahopalambha 
theory. While agreeing that difference between entities is a matter 
of perception, he maintains that the sahopalambha or co¬ 
presentation of knowledge and the objects invariably proves their 
identity, which necessarily involves the refutation of difference. 
On this ground, he declares that Perception cannot disprove the 
conclusion arrived at through Inference. In support of this, he 
cites the instance of the inference which establishes difference 
between two flames appearing on one wick, which are, however, 
cognised as identical through recognititon (pratyabhijna ), a 
variety of Perception. Even as the inference here is more valid 
than Perception, so also, in the case under discussion, inference 
should be held more valid than perception, says the Buddhist. 

But this contention, according to Yamuna, is idle, because 
the criterion of relative strength between the two means of 
knowledge referred to above, viz., perception and inference, lies 
in one of them being free from ocular and such other defects. So 
long as defects in the causes continue to exist, even perceptual 
knowledge fails to disprove inference, which is based upon valid 
perception. The instance of flames cited by the opponent, should 
also be properly examined. Perception of the identity of flames 
can be proved to be erroneous because the person who perceives 
it fails to grasp the distinction between one flame and another 
in a continuous or non-continuous burning of oil lamp. He fails 
to notice the difference of flames because of two factors : (a) the 
dose similarity of the preceding and the succeeding flames and 
(b) the appearance of those flames on one and the same wick. 

All cases of erroneous perception of identity between two 
different entities are to be explained in this manner. Yamuna says 
that even cases where difference is perceived in one and the same 
entity, could be proved erroneous, as for example when one and 
the same moon appears as two. Here, the observation of two 
moons is clerly attributable to some defect in the eye, and hence, 
could be proved to be erroneous. Such perceptions are also known 
to be defective due to the fact that they are contradicted by the 
perception of other persons who are free from such defects and 
to whom the same moon appears as one. It is therefore clear that 
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perception proceeding from defective sense-organs cannot refute 
inferences based on valid observations. 

Yamuna points out that the point under discussion is of 
a dissimilar nature. 688 We perceive differences among things, and 
this is a valid perception, since it cannot be attributed to any 
defect. Therefore, the question of inference disproving perception 
does not arise nere. That the perception of differences between 
the knower and knowledge is free from ocular and such other 
defects is also corroborated by the fact that the ‘knower’ and the 
‘knowledge’ are beyond the purview of sense-organs. Moreover, 
there is no proof contradicting this difference, as in the case of 
the observation of two moons. Knowledge, in other words, 
consists in the realization or the correct apprehension of objects. 
Since this knowledge is self-luminous, sahopalambhd would be 
a natural concomitant of the process of knowledge, and there can 
be no special theory about it, such as the Buddhists advance, for 
proving the identity of the cogniser and the cognition. 

Yamuna, in conclusion, states that the observations made 
above would prove that the Buddhistic conception of the self 
(i atman ) is in utter contradiction to all practical experience. 5 

The author then turns to the Advaitic concept of the self 
as of the nature of luminosity. The self is quite distinct from non- 
luminous entities like pots, etc., and can therefore be described 
as of the nature of self-luminous knowledge. But it cannot, on 
this score, be identified with pure knowledge because it is 
independent and it possesses knowledge as its attribute. It also 
shines forth as ‘ aham ’ (I). Knowledge, on the contrary, is 
dependent upon the self and is also occasioned, and it assumes 
the form of the object cognised. Yamuna emphasises the point 
that on no ground can the self be identified with pure knowledge, 
being the possessor of knowledge. 690 


588. Cf. AS. p. 117, ff. 

589. Ibid. pp. 119-20. 

590. Ibid : pp. 120-21. 
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Passages are then quoted by the author from Upani$ads 
like the Chandogya , 691 the Brh a d dr a n y a k a 692 and the Prasna 693 in 
support of his description of the self as the knower and the 
controller of the vital breaths and as the self-luminous entity 
referred to as ‘aham’ (I), residing in the cavity of the heart. 

Having thus shown that the individual self is possessed of 
knowledge, the author now proceeds to show that even the 
Supreme Self is a knower. The Taitiiriya passage, “satyamjhdnam 
anantam brahma”, m is explained by him as referring to the 
Brahman as the possessor of knowledge, but not as knowledge 
itself, as held by the Advaitins. Yamuna argues that the term, 
‘jhana’, if it were to refer to ‘knowledge’ alone, should, according 
to Paqini’s aphorism, have the udatta accent on the first 

syllable. But in the passage cited, the term ‘jhana’, is pronounced 
with the udatta on the final syllable. The final udatta accent can 
be accounted for, only when the suffix, ‘ ac ’, in the sense of 
possession is added to the term ‘jhana’. So, the term ‘jhana’, 
occuring in the above passage, means ‘one who possesses 
knowledge’. Thus the Supreme Person is a Knower, but not mere 
knowledge. The author also quotes another passage from the 
Aitareya Upani$ad m to show that the Supreme Self is clearly 
referred to as a ‘knower’. 

Yamuna thus concludes the topic that the individual self 
is the knower but not knowledge itself. 697 

The author then examines the nature of the means 
( pramdT\.a ) by which the individual soul is established as being 
distinct from the body, senses, etc. 


591. VIII. xii. 3 : “atha yo veda idam jighraniti sa atma” 

592. VI. iii. 7 : “yo’yam vijnanamayah praqe?u hrdyantarjyotih 
purusah” 

593. IV 9 : “e§a hi drasta srota ghrata rasayita manta boddha karta 
vijnanatma puru§ah” 

694. II. i. 1. 

695. VI. i. 193. 

596. V-3,4 : “prajfiam brahma....sa etena prajnenatmana”. But the 
reading generally found in printed texts of the Upanisad is : 
“prajfiatmana”. 

597. AS. p. 123. 
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The Nyaya view is first taken up for a critical examination, 
which tries to establish the self by inference on the ground that 
it is the substratum of the qualities, desire, hatred, effort, 
pleasure, pain and knowledge. 898 

Inference which is based upon the knowledge of invariable 
concomitance ( vyapti ) between the probans and the probandum, 
is of two types : the vis'e$atodr$ta 699 and the sdmanyatodr? ta, 
based upon concomitances between the particular and the 
general, i.e, the former referring to the concomitance of 
particular objects within the purview of sense-organs, and the 
later referring to the concomitance of objects beyond the ken of 
perceptual knowledge. 

698. Cf. Nydyasutra : I. i. 10 : 

“icchadvesaprayatnasukhaduhkhajfianani atmano lihgam”. 

699. (a) Gautama in his Nydyasutra and Is'varakfsna in his 
Sdhkhyakarikd, refer to three types of inference— ‘purvavat’, ‘s'e?avat’, 
and ‘sdmanyatodrsfa’■ Vacaspatimisra, in his commentary on the 
Sdhkhyakarikd, makes a twofold division as ‘vita’ and avita’, but 
nowhere do we find the 'vis'e$atodr$ta’ as a type of anumana. 

(b) Kaundinya, in his commentary on the Pasupatasutra under I. 
i, p. 7 (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series) also does not name ‘vis'e?atodr?(a’ 
but makes a different classification. He says : “tacca dvividham : dr^tam 
samanyatodr?tarh ca; tatra dr?tamapi dvividham—purvavat, se?avacca”. 

(c) Nydyamajari of Jayantabhatta (Vol. I. pp. 131-32), though 
making no express reference is made, describes anumana which can be 
called “vise$atodr$ta’. 

(d) Kumarila, for the first time, refers to the “vise$atodr$ta" as a 
type of anumana in his Slokavdrtika (section on Anumana. verse 143), 
and ascribes the coining of this name to Vindhyavasin. Cf. 
“vide?adr@tametacca likhitamvindhyavasina”. 

(e) The Saiva work, Pau$karasafnhita, with the commentary by 
Umapati 6 ivacarya, gives visesatodr$ta. Umapati says under V-42 
(jfianapada) : p. 542 (Jnanasambandhavilasa Press, Chidambaram): 
“dr$tam, sdmdnyatodr$tafn vi£e$atodi;?tamiti dvidha”. 

(f) Ydmuna himself refers to this in his IS. p. 233. 

(g) In the Vis'i$tadvaita literature, see Vedantades'ika's 
Nydyaparis'uddhi, (p. 107), for this anumdna-v ariety. 

(h) Also see Bhoja's S fngdraprakdsa by Dr. V Raghavan, p. 739, 
for a complete account of the vis'esa.todr$(a, and Epistemology of the 
Bhaffa School of Pitrvamimdtnsd by Govardhanadas P. Bhatta, p. 256. ff. 
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The “vis'e?atodr$ ta” would apply to cases falling within the 
possibility of one's direct experience. In the present case, if the 
relation between the particular icchd, jhana, etc., and atman 
could be seen by us, there would be no necessity for any anumana 
to infer the self. Like the sadhana-vis'e$a, the sadhya-vis'e$a 
would also be perceptible. Therefore, atman not being perceptible 
in this manner, the Naiyayika would apply the next variety, viz., 
the samanyatodr? fa, to achieve his end. 

After making an anuvada of the Nyaya-arguments infer¬ 
ring the self which are quite well-known, 600 Yamuna begins to 
refute them. It may be noted that the inferences advanced by the 
Naiyayikas are, to a large extent, purely negative, being of the 
kevalavyatireki - type. While they infer some substratum for 
icchd, jhana , etc.,, on the ground that they are qualities, 
employing the positive type of anumana (the anvayin), they 
employ a number of kevalavyatireki- inferences to prove that the 
qualities referred to abpve inli_ere in an entity other than the body 
and also that they do not inhere in the body. 

In reply to these arguments, Yamuna states that the 
positive and the negative types of inference advanced by the 
Naiyayika would merely point to “some’ entity as the substrate 
of the qualities like effort and desire. But they fail to specify what 
that entity is, so much so that it is difficult to call it the “self”. 
The Naiyayika had brought in the purely negative type of 
inference—the kevalavyatirekin, so as to specify the substratum 
of the qualities as the atman. But Yamuna does not .accord the 
kevalavyatirekin the status of a pramaria on the ground that it 
does not satisfy the necessary conditions. To explain, a reason 
can establish its end under the following conditions : (i) it must 
be present in the subject (pak$a), m (ii) it must also be present 
in the positive instance ( sapak$a ), 802 (iii) it must be absent from 
the negative instances (i >ipak?a), 603 and it must not be vitiated 

600. See Nydyasutra : I. i. 10, ff, with Vatsyayana's commentary. 

601. In the statement, “The hill is fiery, because it is smoky”, the 
paksa is the hill. 

602. In the above, the sapak$a is an instance which contains fire, 
as the kitchen, for example. 

603. Vipak$a is that where fire does not exist, e.g., a lake in this 

case. 
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by the defects called (iv) “satpratipak?a” 60i and (v)“bddha”. 60!i 
The kevalavyatirekin inference in question, says Yamuna, does 
not satisfy the second condition mentioned above, viz., that the 
reason should be present in the positive illustration also. In the 
inferences of the kevalavyatirekin variety, not even a single case 
of positive illustration can be pointed out. Since the concomitance 
is to be grasped between the ‘ abhavas ’ or non-existences of the 
probans and the probandum, it is not possible to show any 
positive instance (sapak$a). When the inference thus fails to 
satisfy one of the important conditions, viz., presence of the 
reason in the sapak$a, there could be no sound knwledge of vydpti 
between the means and the end, so that it loses its character of 
an anumana. That is why the author does not accept the 
kevalavyatirekin as an inference at all. 606 In this respect, he 
compares the kevalavyatirekin to the fallacy called ‘asadharatpa 
where a reason is found to exist only in the subject (pak$a), 
absenting itself from all instances, positive as well as negative, 
as in the statement, “Sound is eternal because it is sound” ( s'abdo 
nityah sabdatvat ). 

The logician might now argue that even the kevala-anvayin 
type of anumana, which the author holds valid, is vitiated by a 
similar defect. The kevala-anvayin or the purely positive inference 
too fails to satisfy the third condition referred to above, viz., 
absence of the hetu from all negative instances 0 vipak?a ). In all 
inferences of the kevala-anvayintype,n6teven asingle case of 
vipak?a can be shown where the reason is non-existent. In this 
regard, the logician points out that the kevala-anvayin inference 
is comparable to the fallacy called * sddhdrapa’, m where the 


604. The fallacy satpratipaksa arises when one reason admits of 
being counter-balanced by another reason that proves the non-existence 
of the probandum ( sadhya ). E.g., the statement, “Sound is eternal 
because it is audible”. The reason which disproves this can be stated as: 
“Sound is non-eternal for it is also originated like a pot”. 

605. Badha (stultified reason) is one which is put forward to prove 
a. probandum whose non-existence is established through another proof. 
E.g., “Fire is not hot, for it is a substance”. 

• 606. AS. p. 127 : “kevalavyatireki tu sadhanada^ameva nasadayati” 
607. Ibid : pp. 127-28. 
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reason is found to exist in the pak$a as well as vipak$a as in the 
statement, ‘The hill is fiery because it is cognisable’ (parvato 
vahniman prameyatvat). 

Replying to this objection, Yamuna says that an inference 
in general should be based upon invariable concomitance ( vydpti ) 
between the reason and the thing to be established. The kevala- 
anvayin inference with which the Naiyayika finds fault, poses no 
difficulty in arriving at the invariable concomitance (vydpti). ft 
is no doubt true that in this type of inference, it is not possible 
to know that the reason is absent from the vipak$a. But this will 
in no way hamper the knowledge of vydpti. The absence of the 
reason from the negative instance ( vipak$a ) cannot be grasped 
in this type of anumana, only because there could be no vipak§a 
at all. The instance of a kevala-anvayin inference is : “Everything 
is nameable because it is cognisable” ( sarvam abhidheyam 
premeyatvat). It may be noted that here no negative concomi¬ 
tance can be shown in the form : “wherever there is no. 
nameability, there could be no cognisability”, because everything 
is cognisable and nameable, according to Nyaya. So, in such 
cases, there is no possibility of any negative instemce ever 
existing. When there is no vipak$a at all, how can any reason 
be found to be absent from it? So, the third of the five conditions 
enumerated above, should be taken as applying only to such 
inferences where a vipak$a is capable of being pointed out. Since 
there is an unobstructed knowledge of vydpti, it is to be admitted 
that the kevala-anvayin inference is valid. 

It may further be contended by the Naiyayika that the 
reason employed in the kevala-anvayin might, under different 
conditions of place and time, be vitiated by the defect called 
‘upadhi’. But Yamuna rejects this objection summarily by saying 
that anticipations regarding the possible defects in a reason could 
all be set at rest by cogent reasoning, 608 the ultimate result being 
that the vydpti between the sadhana and the sadhya becomes 
known. 


608. AS. p. 128 : ‘desakaladis'ankitopadhivigam’epi...” etc. 

AP : p. 30 : “anagataviparyayotprek?ayah pratyaksavirodhat; 
ase?avyavah§rocchedahetutvacca”. 
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Continuing, Yamuna says that the case of the 
kevalavyatirekin which the opponent so zealously adheres to, is 
an altogether different one. There it is not possible to conclude 
that the reason is concomitant with the thing to be established. 
Moreover, in the kevalavyatirekin, the concomitance is being 
established with the abhavas with reference to the sadhana and 
the sadhya. As a matter of fact, the instances of abhava are much 
more in number than those of the pak?a, in which the reason 
and the thing to be established (sadhya) are present. Since it is 
highly difficult to have a complete knowledge of these abhavas, 
there could be no knowledge of vydpti through abhavas. Even if 
a few cases of abhava were noticed, it does not improve the 
position. Moreover, the real cause behind the absence of the 
sadhya which is referred to in the kevalavyatirekin, cannot be 
ascertained. The absence of the sadhya need not necessarily be 
due to the absence of the sadhana or the reason. It may also be 
due to some other factor. 609 The intention of the author in raising 
this objection is to show that the kevalavyatirekin does not also 
satisfy the fifth condition required of an inference, viz., absence 
of the defect called ‘ bddha ’. 

Last of all, the author finds fault with.the illustration given 
by the Naiyayika in his inference. It had been said that qualities 
like iccha and jhana belong to an entity other than the body, even 
as the quality ‘sound’ belongs to an entity other than the earth. 
The instance of the quality, ‘sound’, belonging to an entity other 
than earth, no doubt points to the existence of a different entity, 
but that entity is not precisely known as ether. Likewise, when 
it is said that qualities like desire and knowledge belong to an 
entity other than the body, no definite conclusion that they in¬ 
here in the self alone could be reached. 

The author then introduces the Sankhya view for a critical 
examination and refutation. The Sankhya, like Nyaya school, 
adopts inference ( anumana) as the chief means of establishing 
the self. Thus it infers the self on the ground that (i) collocations 
(sahghata) do exist for the sake of another entity (parartha ); (ii) 
there must be an entity which is the reverse of the trinity of 


609. AS. p. 128 : “sandehagrastatvacca—kim sadhanabha- 
vaprayuktah sadhyabhavah, kim va nimittantaraprayukta iti”. 
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gunas, (iii) there must exist some controller for the body, senses, 
etc., as for the chariot, etc., (iv) there must exist a subject or 
being that is affected by feelings of pleasure and pain, and (v) 
the scriptural texts promising kaivalya (release) and enjoining 
activity to that end, as also the efforts of seers to attain it should 
all be accounted for. 610 The Sankhya also seeks to prove that the 
self thus established, need not itself be a collocation ( sahghata) 
due to the fact that the argument will then be vitiated by the 
fallacy of infinite regress ( anavasthd ). These reasonings are too 
well-known, and they can be understood from authoritative 
treatises of the school like the Sdhkhyakdrika and the 
commentary of Vacaspati on it. 611 

According to Yamuna, the arguments advanced by the 
Sarikhyas fail to achieve their desired end. The defect from which 
the inferences of the Sankhya school suffer is similar to the one 
attributed to the Nyaya school earlier in regard to establishing 
the dtman through anumana. It had been pointed out earlier, in 
reply to the Naiyayika, that while a substratum could be inferred 
for qualities like desire, knowledge and effort, there is no proof 
for maintaining that that substratum is the dtman alone. 
Likewise, here too the arguments advanced by the Sankhya 
merely point to the existence of a controlling and perceiving 
agent. They cannot establish the particular features intended by 
the arguer, viz., that the self is not an aggregate (sahghdta) and 
that it is the opposite of the threefold gupa, and so on. 812 

610. Yamuna quotes from the Sahkhyakarikd, 61.17. Cf. AS. p.130: 

“sanghatapararthatvat trigunadiviparyayadadhi$thanat 

puru§o ‘sti bhoktfbhavat kaivalyartham pravrttes'ca”. 

Cf. also Sahkhyakarikd : 61. 19, on the characteristics of the self. 

“tasmacca viparyayasiddham saksitvamasya puru§asya 

kaivalyam madhyasthyam dra?trtvamakartrbhavas'ca”. 

611. The Sdhkhyakdrika, with the j Sdhkhyatattvakaumudi of 
Vacaspati along with fika by Banshi Dhara Misra had been published 
under the Chowkhamba Sanskrit series No. 54 Vidyavilas Press Benaras, 
1921. See page 233, ff for the explanation of the verse "Sahghata" the 
(si. 17). This has also been edited with an English translation by S.S. 
Suryanarayana Sastri and published by the University of Madras 1935. 

612. AS. p. 133 : “atrapi sanghataparathyadibhir yadapi parah ko 
‘pyadhi§thata dra?(a siddhah, tathapi na tasya 
asamhatatvatrigunatvadirabhimatavis'esah sakyaniscayah”. 

Y—22 
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The advocate of the Sahkhya school holds that the self 
could not be accepted as a collocation ( sanghata ) for fear of 
infinite regress ( anavastha ). But such an infinite series of 
entities, says Yamuna, cannot be a defect, when it becomes a 
logical necessity, as in the unending cause-effect series of a seed 
and its sprout, which is accepted as valid on all hands. As regards 
the contention that the self need not necessarily be an aggretate 
to become the principal entity ( s'e$in ) subserved by other entities, 
Yamuna says that the way in which the Saiikhyas characterise 
the self affords no room for such a supposition. The atman, 
according to them is of the form of mere knowledge and is 
immutable. It is too perfect to admit of any additional significance 
brought about by a subordinate entity. An entity can become the 
principal one (se$in) only when it derives something from other 
entities, as when it is brought into existence by them (an example 
being a pot brought into existence with the help of a potter's 
stick), or when it attains some speciality through them (as when 
a body is decorated with flowers). Since the self is perfect in every 
respect by its own nature, the Sahkhya cannot call it a “se?in”. 

The doctrinal and dialectical weakness of the Sankhya is 
all the more exposed by Yamuna when he proves that se$itva (the 
character of being the primary entity) cannot go well with the 
Sahkhya theory even through a recourse to delusion ( bhrama ). 
The self being pure knowledge opposed to all defects, no delusion 
of being a se$in can occur to it. The intellect ( buddhi ) or mind 
too cannot have this erroneous knowledge, for, they are 
insentient by their very nature. 

Sentience cannot be attributed to the mind by calling it a 
reflecting agent of consciousness, for both the mind and 
consciousness being pure and colourless, no reflection can take 
place. This difficulty persits, even when the mind is said to attain 
sentience through similarity with consciousness, 613 for the term, 

613. Cf. S&hkhyakdrika, si. 6, with the commentary of Vacaspati, 
pp. 132-33 : 

“...buddhitattvasya sukhadayo ’pi paripamabheda acetanah, 
puru?astu sukhadyananu?ahgi cetanah, so’yaiii buddhitattvavartina 
jnanasukhadina tatpratibimbitah, tacchayapattya jnanasukhadimaniva 
bhavatiti cetano ‘nugrhyate; citi cchayapattya cacetanapi buddhilj 
tadadhyavasayas'ca cetana iva bhavatiti”. 
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‘similarity’, cannot properly be explained by the advocates by the 
Sahkhya school. If by similarity is meant immutablility, it would 
mean that the mind cannot change into different states as 
pleasure and pain, which, however, is not the case. Similarity 
cannot; even be explained as ‘knowership’, for the self of the 
Saiikhyas is mere ‘knowledge’, but" not a possessor thereof. 614 
Attempts to find similarity between the mind and consciousness 
on the basis of the former being different from a ya^o-entity 
( aja4atw ) are also futile, says Yamuna. Ajadatva (not being inert 
or ja4a), as already shown, 616 is not different from ‘knowership’, 
for which there is no provision in the Sahkhya. The mind, it has 
earlier been said, depends, upon consciousness for its own 
manifestation, and it cannot now be contended that it is self- 
luminous. Even granting that consciousness is reflected in the 
mind, there cannot arise the qualities of ‘knowership’ and 
‘delusion’ in the mind, since these qualities are present neither 
in the mind nor in consciousness. Yamuna adds that this 
pratibimba-theory had been refuted in earlier works like the 
Nydyatattva m of Nathamuni. 

The advocate of the Sahkhya tries to solve the difficulty 
by saying that the very presence of consciousness (caitanya) can 
make the mind assume different states. Though the mind is thus 
the entity that is actually involved in the process, yet it is 
consciousness that is called the witness ( sak?in ) and the enjoyer, 
because of its relative importance. The point is supported by the 
illustration of an emperor who alone is described as having waged 


Cf. Sdhkhyakarikd, s'l. 20 : 

“tasmat tatsamyogadacetanam cetanavadiva lingam 
gunakartrtve'pi tatha karteva bhavatyudasi nall”. 

614. Yamuna quotes in AS, p. 136, Patanjali's Yogasutra, I. 9 : 
“yada citireva puru$ah kimatra kena vyapadisyate”. 

616. See pp. 155-56 above. 


616. This work is not available. 
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and won wars although it is his generals and soldiers that 
actually fought and won. 617 

Even this argument is unsound, says Yamuna, because the 
Sarikhyas do not admit of any real witnessing character for the 
self ; a witness is one that perceives things directly, but is not 
mere consciousness. This perceiving power is not natural to the 
self as described in Sarikhya. Such a power of witnessing things 
cannot be attributed to it through delusion, and this point has 
just been explained. Pointing out that the illustration of the 
emperor cited by the Sarikhya is also incoherent, Yamuna says 
that an emperor is neither inactive nor nonchalant 618 like the 
Sarikhya self. Undoubtedly, the emperor is the pivotal principal 
entity that directs his subordinates to do certain things and 
attains wealth, glory, victory, etc., through them for himself. 

Concluding the refutation of the Sarikhya school, Yamuna 
points out that no negative inferences fare well in establishing 
the atman as being distinct from the body, sense-organs, etc., 
because they are directly stultified by judgements based on 
perceptions like “I am fat”, which appear to identify the body, 
etc. with the self. 

Having thus refuted the Nyaya and the Sarikhya theories 
regarding the means of establishing the atman, the author says 
that the Vedantins adopt a different attitude to this question. For 

617. Cf. Sahkhyatattvakaumudi on si. 62, p. 498 : 

“tasmanna badhyate ‘ddha na mucyate napi saiiisarati kascit | 
saihsarati badhyate mucyate ca nanasraya prakrtih” 11 

‘‘bandhamoksasaihsarah purusesupacaryante; yatha jayaparajayau 
bhrtyagatavapi svamini upacaryete, tadas'rayenabhrtyanamtadbhagitvat 
tatphalasya ca sokalabhadeh svamini sambhavat”. 

It may be noted that the same analogy occurs in the Vyasabhasya 
on Yogasutra : I. 24. 

618. Cf. Sahkhyakarika : sT. 65 : 

“tena nivrttaprasavam arthavas'at saptarupavinivrttam 

prakrtiih pasyati purusah preksakavadavasthitah svacchah”. 

Cf. also ibid : 66a : “,...dr?ta mayetyupeksaka ekah”. 
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them, Vedic texts are the sole means of establishing the self. 819 
Yamuna, in this connection, quotes three varieties of texts : (a) 
those which distinguish the self from the body and its modes, 620 
(b) those which call the self eternal, 621 and (c) those which state 
that the self possesses no body during the state of mok$a. m 
Yamuna says that there is one more pramana which establishes 
the self, and that is s'rutyarthapatti (presumption from the 
incompatibility of the meaning of the Vedic texts). The Vedic texts 
ordain a number of rites upon the self as the means of achieving 
fruits like Heaven, 623 which are to be achieved only in the 
hereafter. These texts could not be valid, unless the self upon 
which they ordain the rites were itself eternal and distinct from 
the body, senses, etc. 

Having thus briefly set forth the Vedantic viewpoint 
regarding the means of establishing the atman to which he 
himself contributes, Yamuna enters into an elaborate discussion 
on the views of the Bhatta and the Prabhakara MImariisakas 
regarding the same problem. 

The Bhatta, to start with, does not find any justification 
in resorting to s'ruti for establishing the self. Perception itself can 
establish the self, as in the statements, “I know”, and “This is 
my body”. These statements according to him, point to the self 
as distinct from the body, etc. Clarifying his position, he says that 
since everybody has a direct experience of the entity of “aham” 
(I), and since the external senses cannot cognise the self which 
is subtle and colourless, the mind alone should be accepted as 


619. AS. p. 139 : 

“anumanikimapyatmasiddhim asraddadhanah s'rautimeva tam 
s'rotriyah sarigirante”. 

620. Cf. Brhaddranyaka VI. v. 15 : “sa csa neti neti”. 

Cf. also Isavasya : VIII : “akayam avranam asnaviram” etc. 

621. Cf. Ehagavadgita II. 20 : “na jayate mriyate va” etc. 

Cf. Chandogya : VI. i. 3 : “jlvapetaih vava kiledam mriyate na jlvo 
mriyate”. 

622. Cf. Chandogya : VII. xii.l. : “na ha vai sasarirasya satah 
priyapriyayorapahatirasti”. 

623. Cf. “jyotistomena svargakamo yajeta”. 
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perceiving the self. The mind is known to produce cognitions 
quite independent of other senses, as in the case of pleasure and 
pain. The following syllogism embodies the Bhat^a position : “The 
atrnan is cognised by mental perception ( manasa-pratyak$a ), 
because, while being imperceptible to the external senses, it is 
still directly experienced like pleasure, etc.” 624 

Refuting the Prabhakara's claim that the atrnan is cognised 
as the substratum of knowledge during the perception of 
objects, 625 the Bhatta states that it is opposed to our practical 
experience. In an objective perception, one sees the object alone, 
but not the self too. There may, however, arise such reflective 
cognition as “I know this object”, but it is an instance of mental 
perception, says the Bhatta. Here the objective knowledge 
existing in the self is inferred through the adventitious charac¬ 
teristic called ' jhatatd ’ or manifestedness, produced in the object. 
The Prabhakara view that the distinction between one's 
knowledge and that of other would cease to exist if the self were 
not admitted to be the substrate of all knowledge, is also refuted 
by the Bhatta. The distinction between one's knowledge and 
other's knowledge lies in the difference of the sense-object 
contacts associated with one's self and others. There could be 
nothing more objectionable than saying that the self is cognised 
by the same means as an object. On the other hand, it has to 
be admitted that knowledge exists in a general and latent form 
throughout the perception of all objects. The Bhatta observes 
that knowledge itself can account for the distinction between 
different entities and that there could be no question of the self 
being manifested as the substratum of knowledge, along with 
objects. The Prabhakara view that all cases of objective 
cognition consist of the triad ( triputi ) made up of knowledge, the 


624. Cf. AS. p. 142 : “atma manasapratyak§agrahyah, 
bahirindriyayogyatve sati pratyaksatvat sukhadivat”. 

Vide Epistemology of the Bhatta School of Purva Mimarhsa, p. 
403: “Kumarila says that the self is known through the notion of “I” 
(ahampratyaya) and Parthasarathi, on the basis of this, concludes that 
the self is known through mental perception (manasapratyak?a)”. 

625. The Prabhakaras show, in support, the Chandogya text, 
(VII. xii. 3) “atha yo veda idam jighramti sa atma” 
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knower and the known is, according to the Bhatta, opposed to 
practical experience. 

A different attitude is adopted by the Prabhakara to this 
problem. He brushes aside as meaningless the theory of mental 
perception, put forth by the Bhatta. 

Knowledge, according to the Prabhakara, is self-manifest. 
When an object is cognised, the knowledge that arises not only 
manifests the object concerned, but also the sejf that forms the 
substratum of the knowledge. The dtman is manifested only when 
the objects are cognised, and is thus not self-luminous in nature. 
The syllogism put forth by the Bhattas, that the self is cognised 
by mental perception is criticised by the Prabhakara. The 
syllogism is vitiated by the fallacy of vyabhicara in the instance 
of knowledge ( samvedana ), which is directly experienced, but not 
perceived by the manas. The Prabhakara says that the difficulty 
cannot be overcome by saying the jhana is also cognised by 
mental perception. Posing various alternatives, he shows that 
jhana cannot be mentally grasped. The mind is only an indriya, 
and whatever is cognised by a sense-organ should, as a rule, be 
different from the self. So, saying that the self is perceived by 
the mind is a contradiction in terms. The illustration of pleasure 
etc., given by the Bhatta is vitiated by the defect called 
sadhyavikalata (absence of the probandum). Pleasure and pain, 
according to the Prabhakara, as according to the Siddhdntin, 
are not perceptible in nature. They appear as perceptible and are 
really different states of the sense-organs. When the sense-organs 
are relaxed and active, we feel pleasure (sukha) and in the absence 
of this feature, we experience pain (dutpkha). The pairs of rdga 
and dve$a (love and hatred) and soka and bhaya (grief and fear) 
cannot also be given as illustrations in the place of sukha and 
dufpkha, for the same reason. Love and hate are different states 
of consciousness ( caitanya ), and grief and fear are different states 
of the mind. 626 


626. Cf. AS. pp. 144-46 : “...sukhaduhkhayoh pratyaksatvanabhyu- 
pagamat ; anabhyupagamasca indriyapausjkalyanasayoreva 
sukhaduhkhatvat; ragadvegadayastu caitanyasyaivavasthavi-s'e?as 
tadvadeva pratyakai b h a van ti... ” etc. 
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Since the self is impartite ( niramsa ), it is difficult to say 
for the Bhatta, how the self can be the cogniser as well as the 
cognised. If the self were admitted to possess parts, it would only 
land the arguer in infinite regress, for the part that acts as the 
cogniser requires another part for its own validity and so on, ad 
infinitum. This would further weaken the Bhatta's position, for 
the self would then become an aggregate ( sahghata) and 
consequently, non-eternal. 

The Bha^a's claim that objective knowledge merely 
presents the objects but not the self too, is condemned by the 
Prabhakara as being contradicted by practical experience. When 
an object is perceived, there is an invariable manifestation of the 
dtman too. If the self were not manifested as the substrate of 
knowledge, then there should be the mere cognition of objects, 
without any notion of their association with either oneself or 
others. But none has. such an experience. Therefore, it has to be 
admitted that whenever an object is cognised, two entities also 
shine forth along with it invariably : the knowledge and the 
knower. If the self were not the substrate of knowledge, there 
would then be no distinction of one's knowledge from that of 
others. The claim of the Bhatta that jnana is inferred, is also 
wrong because, were it inferred, the judgement should then take 
the form, ‘I knew’, but not ‘I know’, inference being a past 
event. 627 The entire process of anumana, consisting of the 
cognitiomof the invariable concomitance ( vydpti ) between jhdna 
and jhatatd, involves more time than actual perception and so, 
does not last till the reflective cognition arises. 

The theory of the self being cognised by mental perception 
is also cumbersome because knowledge which is self-luminous can 
itself be accepted as manifesting the self, as in the case of the 
object. The distinction between the ‘knowledges’ associated with 
different persons could also be conveniently explained only when 
the self is accepted as the substrate of those knowledges. The 
Prabhakara further says that all objects are perceived only when 
knowledge exists, but not otherwise. In deep sleep, for instance, 
though the objects exist, these are not cognised because no 
knowledge exists then, the senses being dormant. The Prabhakara 

627. Cf. AS. pp. 148-49: “anumitajnanalambanatve cajiiasisaniityeva 
pratibhasah syat; na janamiti”. 
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finds parsimony in accepting a single self-luminous entity, viz., 
knowledge, which manifests all entities including the self, instead 
of positing self-luminous character to the self. 

The Prabhakara argues that in the state of release too, as 
in deep sleep, the self cannot have any knowledge. The totality 
of causes like the body and sense-organs is absent during mok$a 
and so, no knowledge is possible. The mind which is eternal, 
cannot be said to account for knowledge during release ; because, 
though eternal, it still requires dharma and adharma to produce 
knowledge. The dtman cannot be said to either possess knowledge 
as a permanent attribute or produce knowledge by its very 
existence, for, then there could have been no state of transmi¬ 
gration at all, the self being eternal, and there could also be no 
distinction between bondage and release. Srutis characterise 
mok$a as a state which transcends both dharma and adharma 928 
including the dharma brought out by yoga, and so, knowledge 
in the state of release is an utter impossibility. Moreover, if mok$a 
were to result from dharma, it cannot be real mok?a since it 
would only result in rebirth. 629 

In conclusion, the Prabhakara points out that texts 630 
which speak of the self as the possessor of knowledge in the state 
of release should not be given primary significance, They should 
be explained as mere arthavada passages intent upon glorifying 
atmajhdna. 

Criticising the Prabhakara theory that the dtman is 
manifested not by itself, but by knowledge as an entity different 
from it, and also that the dtman is not self-luminous, Yamuna 
says that there could be nothing more absurd and objectionable 
than this. Knowledge is a distinct entity and so is the self; The 
self cannot be manifest ed by knowledge, even as the quality of 

628. Cf. Mundaka : II. ii. 9 : “ksiyante casya karmani” and ibid : 

III. i. 3 : “tada vidvan punyapape vidhuya hiranjanah” etc. 

629. Ibid : I. ii. 12 : “nastyak?'tah krtena”, and Chandogya : VIII.1.6: 
“tadyatheha karmacito lokah ksiyate”, etc. 

630. Cf. “suguptasthana ekibhutah prajnanaghana evanandamayo 
hyanandabhak” (Mandukya : V) 

Cf. “sarvamha pasyahpasyati sarvamapnoti sarvasah” ( Chandogya: 
VII. ii. 6) 
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taste cannot be cognised by the faculty of colour. The self does 
not come under the purview of knowledge pertaining to objects. 
The Prabhakara-theory that knowledge is self-luminous and that 
it reveals dtman on one hand and objects on the other, is beset 
with many incoherences. Yamuna points out that even knowledge 
has to shine forth to a self, like an object. Experience shows that 
knowledge regarding a particular object pertains only to a 
particular self, but not to all selves. This phenomenon has to be 
explained by the Prabhakara only with reference to the relation 
of that particular knowledge with the particular self, to which 
it shines forth. It is thus clear that knowledge, which the 
Prabhakara claims to be self-luminous, requires some connection 
with an atman for its own manifestation. Knowledge has no 
independent status. If it becomes manifest, it does so, only in 
association with a self but not of its own accord. If the 
Prabhakara theory were correct, then it would require even 
pleasure and pain to be self-luminous, for, whenever they exist, 
they are directly experienced. 

It may be recalled that the Prabhakara found the 
assumption of self-luminous knowledge less cumbersome than 
positing such a self luminous character with the atman itself. 631 
Repudiating the above assumption, Yamuna says that if the 
principle of economy were the chief criterion, the Prabhakara 
should accept the dtman alone as the single self-luminous entity, 
for it is the self that invariably stands as the witness to all objects 
as well as their cognitions. Acceptance of a number of self- 
luminous ‘knowledges’ pertaining to different objects is indeed 
combersome. The argument that the witnessing entity, dtman, 
could be manifested by knowledge, the witnessed entity, is as 
absurd as the statement that a man who sees a pot, is himself 
manifested by the pot, says the author. 632 


631. See p. 174 above. 

632. AS. p. 169 : “yatsaksi khalvayam purusah, na tenasau 
pratyak§ah, ghatasak$atkarlva ghatena”. 
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Having thus set aside briefly the Prabhakara view of the 
dtman being revealed by knowledge, Yamuna proceeds to set forth 
an important doctrine about the dtman, according to his own 
school of thought, viz., that the dtman is self-luminous in 
character and that it possesses knowledge as a natural and 
eternal attribute (prakara or dharmavise$a), which, in later 
terminology of the school, came to be known specifically as 
‘dharmabhutajnana’ . 633 This conception of knowledge as an 
eternal and invariable attribute of the self is an important 
landmark in the history of the Visigtadvaita philosophy. All later 
writers like Ramanuja and Vedantadesika found it a very 
important and helpful concept, since it not only affords the 
interpretation of many a Vedantic text but facilitates the 
refutation of the Advaitic theory of avidya. 

Whenever we perceive an object, there is a chain of factors 
involved : the object, the light, the sense-organ, the knowledge 
and the self. Among these, each succeeding factor manifests the 
preceding one. These do not, for their manifestation, require 
other entities that either belong to their own class (sajatiya), or 
those that depend upon them for their own manifestation. For 
instance, a pot, for its manifestation, does not expect another pot; 
in requires a light for that purpose. The light, again, requires 
neither light nor the pot for its revelation. It requires the sense- 
organ, and so on, with other entities. But the dtman requires 
neither another self, nor knowledge, senses, etc., for its 
manifestation ; it is self-luminous and so, does not stand in need 
of any other entity for its own cognition. 634 The point to be noted 
here is that knowledge and the dtman are both self-manifest in 
the sense that they do not require another knowledge or another 
thing for their manifestation. The distinctioii of the self from 
knowledge is that it does not require anything other than its own 
self, including knowledge, for its cognition. 


633. Ibid. p. 161. Cf. Vedarthasahgraha : p. 45 : “k?etrajnanam 
svadhar mabhutaj nanasya... ” etc. 

634. Cf. AS. p. 160 : 

“sajatlyasvasadhyarthanirapek§atmasiddhayah 
sarve padarthastenatma nirapeksasvasiddhikah” 

De^ika in his Tattvafikd, p. 112, quotes this verse and explains 
“siddhi” as “vyavaharayogyqtarupah prakasal)”. 
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Knowledge, for the self, is as eternal and as natural as 
radiance is for the sun. It is not something that is occasioned 
in its essence, as held by some. But when knowledge comes into 
contact with different objects, it gets different designations as 
objective knowledge. Yamuna, in this connection, refers to as 
many as five different views against the conception of 
dharmabhutajndna, the chief authors of these views being the 
Nyaya-Vais'e§ikas and the Pilrvamimamsakas. The main point of 
their contention is that knowledge cannot be an eternal attribute 
of the self and that it could only be occasioned. 

The first of these views which opposes the conception of 
dharmabhutajhdha is that experience proves that knowledge can 
be occasioned. Knowledge arises only when the sense-organs 
come into contact with their respective objects, but not otherwise. 
Judgements of the type, “I know” (in the Present Tense) and “I 
knew” (in the Past Tense), clearly show knowledge as conditioned 
by time. If knowledge is an eternal characteristic of the self, there 
could then be no distinction between the states of deep sleep and 
waking, and also between bondage and release. It would then be 
difficult to determine the relation between knowledge and the 
objects in contact with it. It would also be difficult to distinguish 
one item of objective knowledge from another, for, knowledge 
being eternal, it would manifest all objects simultaneously, if it 
is admitted to be self-luminous ; if it were non-luminous, it would 
not manifest any object at all. Thus, there is no gliding principle 
as to why only a particular object should be cognised by a 
particular person at a particular time, but not all objects by all 
persons at all times. 635 

The second view is that if knowledge is eternal, the contact 
between it and the objects cannct be accounted for. It cannot be 
argued that knowledge, though eternal, could relate to the objects 
only when the sense-organs that carry it are actually in contact 
with those objects. This argument is not accepted by the 
opponent, mainly on the ground that there is no direct contact 
between knowledge and the objects and also due to the fact that 
knowledge being a quality {guild) like colour or taste, or a generic 


635. Cf. AS. p. 162. 
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attribute ijati), cannot leave its substratum, the atman, and go 
out to contact other objects. 636 

Some try to account for the contact of knowledge with its 
objects by assuming the self as possessing two phases : the 
substantial ( bahula ) and the unsubstantial ( virala ). 637 "The 
‘bhulatman’ is the actual self, and the ‘viraldtrnan’ is the atman 
which comes into contact with, or possesses knowledge at a 
particular time, as its attribute. The opponent, anticipating this 
view, points out that the atman is eternal, impartite and devoid 
of all qualities like substantiality, touch and contact. This theory 
also lands one in the Jaina view, for it is there that mutually 
contradictory qualities are attributed to one and the same entity. 

Some, however, put forth a different theory for explaining 
the contact of knowledge with its objects. According to them, the 
atman is all-pervasive and is qualified by knowledge. This 
knowledge can manifest all entities at all times. But the. 
manifestation of objects is obstructed by the quality, tamas 
(inertia). They are cognised only when the sense-organs 
predominated by the quality sattva (serenity), break through the 
veil of tamas shrouding those objects. The degree of manifestation 
of the objects depends upon the intensity of the sattva quality 
belonging to the senses. This view does not pay special attention 
to the self-luminous character of the atman because knowledge 
itself can manifest it. 638 

Anticipating the above view, the critic says that the senses 
here are said to be merely instruments for dispelling the tamas 
standing in between consciousness and the objects. They are not 
actually the means of producing knowledge, which is the chief 
function of all the senses. He says that neither the manifestation 
existing in the objects, nor the contact of consciousness with the 
objects, can be called jhana. If the manifestation existing in the 
objects were called knowledge, then, even the objects would 
become identical with knowledge, since they form the very 
substrate of that .manifestation. If the contact of objects and 
consciousness is to be termed ‘jndna’, the objects would also 

636. Ibid. pp. 163-64. 

637. Ibid. pp. 164-65. 

638. Ibid. pp. 166-66. 
























ATMASIDDHI : DETAILED EXAMINATION 180 

become possessors of knowledge since they are in contact with 
the jnana. Experience, however, shows that jndna is only an 
occasioned attribute of the atman through such statements as “I 
perceive the object now” and “I do not perceive it now”. The 
opponent says that this phenomenon cannot be explained away 
through the illustration of the radiance of the Sun, which, 
though eternal in essence, appears to manifest only certain 
entities at one time but not all objects at all times; The sun's rays, 
the purvapaksin says, constitute a substance ( dravya ) and can 
thus travel, expand or contact things, unlike consciousness, 
which is only a gupa of the atman . 639 

Others who try to make a compromise, say that the self 
possesses two kinds of knowledge : the eternal and the non¬ 
eternal. Eternal knowledge pertains to the atman as such ; the 
non-eternal knowledge pertains to objects. This view claims that 
this second variety of knowledge, viz., the non-eternal knowledge, 
can account for the states of deep sleep, waking, etc. Anticipating 
this view, the opponent refutes it by saying that he does not at 
all accept the atman as the substratum of eternal knowledge. He 
admits that throughout the waking, state the atman possesses 
knowledge, but not during deep sleep, for there is no warrant for 
such a supposition. The opponent, at great length, demonstrates 
that the manifestation of the atman during deep sleep cannot be 
inferred . 640 Such an inference is also not necessary, for 
recollections like “I slept well”, prove that the self exists during 
sleep, and that there is no objective knowledge during that state. 
Statements like “I slept well”, says the opponent, are not really 
recollections. As already pointed out, they are inferences 
proceeding from a particular state of the sense-organs, viz., their 
being in a relaxed condition. Even granting that these statements 
are recollections, the self thus recollected cannot essentially be 
characterised by eternal knowledge. The cognition, “I slept well”, 
says the opponent, proceeds from nidra (sleep), which, on the 
authority of Patanjali, is one of the five states of mind . 641 This 
state, nidra , is itself based upon the quality of tamas (inertia), 

639. Ibid: pp. 166-167. 

640. Ibid : pp. 167-170. 

641. Cf. Yogasutra : I. 10 : “abhavapratyayalambana vrttir nidra”. 

See AS p. 171 for the above quotation. ' 

Cf. also Yogasutra : I. 5-6 : “ vrttayahpancatayyai), klist-aliaklii?tah; 
pramaijaviparyayavikalpanidrasmrtayah”. 
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which is marked by the absence of all objective cognition. So, the 
atman during deep sleep witnesses only tamas (inertia or ajndna), 
and if at all.it is recollected, it is done only as the witness of 
tamas but not as the possessor of eternal knowledge. In 
conclusion, the opponent says that the determination of the 
nature of the atman in deep sleep which is under dispute, is 
dependent upon an objective experience like the nature of the 
atman during the wakeful state, where atman means the 
knower of the object. Knowledge is a special quality of the atman 
like pleasure and pain , 642 and therefore, it could only be 
occasioned, but not eternal. 

Refuting these arguments, Yamuna declares that knowl¬ 
edge is an attribute quite natural to the self, even as luminosity 
is to light . 643 Knowledge characterises the very nature of the 
atman, so much so it is difficult to comprehend it without 
knowledge. Since the self is eternal, it follows that knowledge also 
is eternal. Conversely, says Yamuna, any entity that is devoid of 
consciousness cannot be the self. By this statement, Yamuna 
implies that even in the state of release, the self continues to exist 
as a knower. 

So as to distinguish the self from inanimate entities like 
the pot, the Nyaya-Vaise? ikas and the Bhattas advance a new 
argument that the atman, though devoid of knowledge, still 
possesses the power that can produce knowledge in the state of 


642. The opponent says that sukha and dufikha could be the 
special qualities of the self because, while they are not known to have 
any substrate that is generally accepted (like the body), they are still 
known to become manifest to some substratum like the quality 
knowledge; this substrate is indicated to be the atman by statements 
of co-ordinate predication like ‘aham sukhV. 

643. See AS. p. 178 : “...raveriva tejasvitvam”. For another simile, 
see ibid : p. 172, “prakas'a iva tejasah” 


















ATMASIDDHI : DETAILED EXAMINATION 


182 


mok$a. 6U Criticising this, the author says that there is neither 
any proof for such a supposition, nor is any purpose served by 
it. If the atman really possesses the cognitive power in mok$a, 
it should naturally produce knowledge. To say that the effect is 
absent even when the necessary means exists, is quite-preposter- 
ous. Moreover, such a power of producing jnana cannot inhere 
in a realised soul. The power to produce a sprout, for instance, 
lies only in rice-seed which has not been cleansed of the chaff. 
To give another illustration, the capacity to generate smoke 
exists only in fire that is in contact with wet fuel. Likewise, thfe 
power to produce jnana, if at all there is such a power, should 
exist only in an atman that is associated with a body and senses. 
Since, in the state of mok$a, the self is devoid of the physical 
body and senses, it is clear that it cannot at all possess the 
cognitive power referred to above. 

The opponents assert that the self is devoid of knowledge 
in mok$a. This when analysed, means that the capacity to 
generate knowledge is also absent, which ultimately results in 
the annihilation of the atman itself. This assumption is also 
cumbersome because the self can be distinguished from what is 
non-self, by virtue of its characteristic knowledge itself, says 
Yamuna . 646 

Having thus established that jnana is eternal in character, 
Yamuna points out that this should not drive anybody to the 
conclusion that knowledge itself could be the self. Knowledge and 
the self, as explained earlier, are of a diametrically opposite 
nature, and their identity is not justified. Knowledge depends 
upon a substrate (the self) and a counter-correlative (the object) 
for its own manifestation. But the atman is quite independent 
of all such limitations. He is self-luminous and is directly 
experienced as “aham” and as the possessor of knowledge. This 


644. See Epistemology of the Bhafta School of Purva Mimdmsa: 
(p. 9) where Parthasarathimi^ra is said to have put forth this view in 
his S as trad! pika (Nirnayasagara Edition), pp. 128, 130. 

645. AS. p. 173 : “api ca bodhe satyevatmano ’natmavyavacchede 
sambhavati, krtam tacchaktyas'rayanena”. 


183 YAMUNA'S CONTRIBUTION TO VISISTADVAITA 

point has already been explained, even through other means of 
knowledge, viz., inference and scriptural testimony . 646 

Yamuna observes that those who maintain that the self is 
mere consciousness cannot make any headway in accounting for 
the relation beetween knowledge and the object that is known. 
They say that knowledge is nothing but the conjunction 
(samyoga ) between consciousness and the object, and call 
consciousness ‘the knower’. Yamuna points out that this 
‘conjunction’ ( sambandha ) which the opponents call jnana’, 
does not pertain to any single entity. It always involves two 
entities. Thus, since the conjunction in question is common to 
both consciousness and the object, the latter would also become 
a knower. The analogy of karya-karana relation (the cause-and- 
effect relation) cannot be brought in to assert the knowership of 
consciousness. To explain, karya-kararpa-bhava is common to 
both the cause and the effect. Even then, it is still possible to 
say which is a cause and which is an effect. On this analogy, the 
opponent argues that although the subject-object conjunction is 
common to both consciousness and object, it is still possible to 
say that consciousness alone is the knower, since the object is 
insentient and dependent on consciousness by its very nature. 

Refuting this, the author says that the relation between 
consciousness and the object in question, cannot be compared 
with kdrya-kdratpa relation. In the karya-karana-bhava, there is 
mutual dependence and. expectancy between the entitites func¬ 
tioning as the cause and the effect . 647 A cause anticipates an effect 
and an effect presupposes a cause. But there is no such mutual 
expectancy between consciousness and the object. It cannot be 
said that these entities need each other for purposes of 
‘revelation’ ( siddhi ). Yamuna says that the term ‘siddhi’ can 
have two meanings: ‘utpatti’ (production) and ‘prakas'a” (mani¬ 
festation), out of which, neither would apply here. The first 
meaning, viz., “ utpatti ”, does not apply here, because neither the 
objects require consciousness for their production, nor does 

646. Ibid : p. 173. 

647. AS. p. 174 : “na ca karyakaranabhavavad vyavasthitatvam, 
tatra janimato janayitusca parasparapeksaniyamalaksanasambandhah” 
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consciousness require the objects for its own production. Objects 
like a pot only require clay, the potter's rod and such other causes 
for their origination. They do not, as such, stand in need of 
consciousness for their production. Consciousness being eternal, 
there could be no question of its needing the objects for its 
production. Such a supposition would also be self-contradictory. 
The second interpretation offered for the term “siddhi”, viz., 
“prakasa" (manifestation), cannot also be applied here. The self 
being self-luminous, it does not require other objects for its 
manifestation. Even the objects do not require consciousness for 
thier manifestation, for, as has already been pointed out, 
manifestation (prakasa) is not something which is beyond 
consciousness ( sanwit ) or an extraneous thing pertaining to 
objects as a property. Therefore; the statement that objects 
require consciousness for manifestation (which is not different 
from consciousness itself) results in the defect called “dtmas'raya”. 
Even if prakasa exists separately from sanwit, it cannot be the 
only entity on which prakasa could depend, because, if it were 
so, sanwit being all-revealing, prakasa cannot be confined to 
particular objects. To avoid this difficulty, the opponent has to 
concede that the objects require not consciousness alone, but also 
other circumstances to complete the causal machinery. If this is 
accepted, knowledge would be something manifested out of the 
consciousness as a result of certain conditions, which means that 
the dtman is not of the form of knowledge, but the possessor 
thereof. Yamuna says that the opponent is now nearer to his own 
viewpoint, that the dtman is not mere consciousness, but that 
it is qualified by knowledge, although the opponent does not 
expressly name that quality, “knowledge ”. 648 

Stretching the argument further, the opponent says that 
knowledge which manifests, could only be an occasioned attribute 
of the self. He says that the manifestation of objects results from 
a corresponding activity inherent in the dtman. Conjunction 
between a person and a village (grdmapuru$a-samyoga) is given 
as the illustration . 649 The manifestation of objects in question, 

648. AS. p. 175 : “agantukatisayasrayane va namantareiia 
jnanamevarigikrtamiti tadvanevatma ayatah”. 

649. Vide Epistemology of the Bhatta School of Purva 
Mimamsh : p. 60. 
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although actually pertaining to entities other than the self (viz., 
pot, etc.), is a special characteristic of the self, being an effect. 
It may be noted that the conjunction ( samyoga ) between a person 
and a village cited here, is also a special feature of the person, 
because it is produced by the activity of “going” inherent in that 
person. Since the cognitive activity of the dtman is accidental, 
jndna that results from it could only be accidental but not 
eternal, says the opponent. 

Rejecting this as an unsound argument, Yamuna cites as 
an exception the instance of a man who acquires land and such 
other property which come to him not as the result of any activity 
on his own part (akrijajanya) like purchasing, but as a natural 
bequeathal consequent on the death of his predecessors and such 
other conditions. Similarly, a man may acquire trees and crops, 
which grow in his field either of their own accord, or through 
some other agency, although he himslef does not grow them. It 
is thus clear that “ownership” (svatva) as such, does not arise 
form any activity of the man to whom it pertains. It is observed 
that factors like time (kdla) and activity ( vydpdra ) also form part 
of the causal machinery in producing effects by their mere 
presence, though they are themselves, not involved in any 
activity. It has to be admitted, therefore, that “ownership” and 
such other factors do not require any activity of the person 
concerned. 

The opponent cannot justify his argument by saying that 
jlvana (living) itself is an activity, because it is a common but 
not special activity of the person, says Yamuna. Yamuna 
concludes that the manifestation of objects is due to the special 
property (asadharapa-dharma i.e., jndna), but not any special 
activity ( asadharapakriya , i.e., cognitive activity) of the man 
that cognises those objects. Consciousness is thus a natural and 
hence an eternal attribute of the soul, as radiance is for the 
sun . 660 


650. Cf. AS. p. 178. 
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The author then meets the objections raised earlier by the 
opponents against the eternal character of knowledge. It had been 
contended that knowledge is only occasioned by the sense-object 
contact and that judgements like “I know” (Present Tense) and 
“I knew” (Past Tense) show knowledge as conditioned by time . 861 
Yamuna says that these arguments are vitiated by the defect 
called “vyabhicdra”. The effulgence of the Sun is given as an 
exception. Judgements like “The Sun is illuminating this region”, 
“He had illuminated this region” and “He will illumine this 
area”, in three different periods, prove that the radiance of the 
Sun, although eternal and natural in character, is conditioned 
by time. The opponents have to explain this phenomenon only 
with reference to the contact between the Sun's radiance and the 
regions radiated by it. Likewise, consciousness, though it is 
natural and eternal with the self, still appears to be conditioned 
and occasioned by the different objects manifested by its contact 
with sense-organs. 

It is due to this accidental sense-object contact that 
knowledge appears to depend upon the sense-organs, etc. It is 
again due to this sense-object conjunction that one feels and says 
that knowledge is conditioned by time. Yamuna asserts that the 
distinction in knowledge as connected with different periods of 
time is not natural with it, but due to the sense-object contact 
delimiting it. This assertion, he continues, is based on the fact 
that the self is cognised as invariably associated with knowledge. 
The atman is never experienced by anybody as an inert and 
insentient entity like a stone. It is, on the other hand, experienced 
as the possessor of knowledge . 662 The element, “air”, for instance, 
could be apprehended only by reason of its being the substrate 
of the quality of touch (spartfa) which leads us to conclude that 
‘touch’ is a natural attribute of air. Similarly, since the self is 
directly apprehended as the substrate of the quality ‘ knowledge ’, 
it is to be concluded that knowledge is its natural characteristic. 


651. See p. 178 above. 

652. AS. pp. 179-180 : “katham punaratra nirpayah? 
...tadrupyenaiva pratyaksatvat ; na hi jatucid acidrupo ‘yamatma 
lostadivaddrstacarah”, etc. 
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Activities like going and coming cannot be natural with the self, 
because it can exist even without these activities . 663 

The purvapaksin may, however, bring in the analogy of the 
physical body so as to disprove the above statement that 
knowledge is natural with the self. He explains that although the 
self is always found associated with the physical body, the latter 
cannot be accepted as the natural attribute of the former. 
Extending this analogy to knowledge, he states that the self, 
although found ever associated with knowledge, cannot be said 
to possess knowledge as its natural attribute. 

Yamuna, in reply, states that what the opponent has said 
is not universally true. It is not true that the self is always 
experienced as united with a physical body. To show that the 
claim of the opponent runs counter to practical experience, 
Yamuna says that yogins who control their mind, experience the 
self as the entity “aham” (I), completely devoid of the idea of the 
physical body . 664 It has earlier been pointed out that even in 
ordinary experience, the cognition of knowing (jananuti 
pratyayah ) in such statements as “aham jdndmi” (I know) 
actually pertains to the self, which is completely dissociated from 
the body and such other factors . 666 

Emphasising the point that the experience of the self is 
untainted by the cognition of the body, Yamuna observes that in 
mok$a not a single body accompanies the soul. There are indeed 
many kinds of bodies that the self may take up, such as human, 
divine and so on, according to its past deeds (good or bad), and 
these bodies are liable to birth and death. None of these bodies 
is known to accompany the atman in mok$a, as does the mind, 
says Yamuna . 666 It may be argued that the body in a subtle form 

653. Ibid. p. 180 : “yo yatsvabhavo na bhavati, sa tadvirahepapi 
svarupata upalabhyate, gamanadirahitatayeva devadattadih”. 

654. Ibid : “yoginam pranihitamanasamuparatabahirindriyanam ca 
dehanusandhanavirahenapi ahamiti sphutamanubhavat”. 

655. Ibid. p. 179. 

656. Ibid : p. 181 : “karmanugunyena suramanujadijatiyataya 
bhidyamanasu agamapayinisu tanusu manasa iva ekasya var^mapah 
svabhavanubandhitvenasrayitumasakyatvat”. This indicates that the 
author holds the mind as continuing to exist in the state of moksa. Also 
cf. ibid. : p. 53 : “ata eva apavargadasayamapi mano ‘nuvrttih”. 
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( lihgas'arira ) accompanies the soul after death, although it does 
not belong in reality to the dtman. The author does not agree 
that the lihgas'arira exists at the time of cosmic dissolution 
ipralaya) and in release ( \mok$a ). 667 Even granting that the subtle 
body continues to exist after death, it is not enough to prove that 
it is a property of the atman, because we do not perceive it . 668 

Yamuna then anticipates four views in opposition to the 
eternity of knowledge and refutes them all. 

The first objection is that the soul should continue to be 
manifest (prakas'a ) in states like deep sleep and swoon, if 
knowledge were natural with it. Yamuna meets this objection by 
posing three alternative explanations for the term “prakas'a ”. 659 
The term “prakas'a” could mean (i) the adventitious property 
produced by knowledge in objects, referred to as “jhatata" or 
“prakatya” (manifestedness). It could mean (ii) knowledge ; or 
(iii) it could not be something far removed from knowledge itself. 
The first alternative, held by the Bhatfas, has already been 
refuted on the ground that jhatata cannot be a property over and 
above knowledge . 660 Even if prakas'a be something other thaii 
jhana, it can be explained that the quality tamas, veils it during 
deep sleep, says Yamuna . 661 As regards the two other alternatives, 
they are not acceptable to the author, since dtmanubhava, 
according to these views, continues to exist in the state of deep 
sleep, etc. 

The second objection raised is that if the self had 
dtmanubhava or experience of its own state, there should be some 


657. Cf. ibid : p. 181 : “Lingasya punaranuvrttavapi 
apratyaksatvat”, etc. 

658. See p. 182 above. 

659. AS. p. 181 : “....prakasa iti padarthamatrasadharanam 
bodhajanyam prakat:atadipadaparyavarii dharmamabhipretya va ‘yam 
prasangah, atha bodhameva, tadaviprakarsarii va?” 

660. Cf. p. 174 above, where the Bhatta-view is refuted by Yamuna 
from the Prabhakara's standpoint. 

661. Cf. AS. pp. 181-82 : “bhave ’pi. tamahpratibandhadapi 
anudayah sambhavl”. 
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activity ( vyavahara ) about it on the part of the self in the waking 
state . 662 Controverting this view, the author says that there could 
be no vyavahara regarding the self, either physically or verbally 
(.kayika or vacika). In fact, no activity is possible with reference 
to the dtman, of taking it up or leaving it . 663 It may be contended 
that verbal activity is possible. Even as the knowledge pertaining 
to external objects which exists in inarticulate dumb persons 
(:muka ) and young children (bala) does not find any verbal 
expression by reason of their defective or under-developed 
articulatory system , 664 so also, the dtmanubhava in question does 
not take up any verbal form, for want of necessary conditions like 
the functioning of the sense-organs. 

The next objection is that dtmanubhava, if it exists in deep 
sleep, should be recollected as such, after waking, as in the case 
of other objects . 666 Refuting this claim, the author says that 
latent impressions ( samskdra) which are responsible for recollec¬ 
tion, could form only when the mind assumes a state (vptti). 
During deep sleep, all sense-organs including the mind being 
dormant, the mind cannot form itself into a state. Deep sleep, 
swoon, etc., are not mental states like awareness through sight, 
touch, etc., says Yamuna . 666 Therefore, the dtman during such 
states exists in its essential and natural form of knowledge . 667 

It cannot be contended, says Yamuna, that the self can 
produce impressions necessary to rouse recollection by virtue of 


662. Cf. Ibid : p. 182 : “atha matam— svapadavapi 
svanubhavasadbhave jagara iva vyavaharaprasanga iti...” 

663. Ibid : p. 182: “kah khalvatmani vyavaharah? na hyasavadatum 
hatumupek§itum va salty ah”. 

664. Cf. ibid : “kimanga, nirvikalpakabalamukadivedanavi§ayo 
vyavahriyata eva?”. 

Cf. Epistemology of the Bhatta School ofPurva Mimamsa : p. 193 

665. Cf. AS. p. 183 : “smrtiprasanga iti cenna, avrttitvat”. 

666. Ibid : “na hi murcha prasvapo va buddhivrttivis'e?o 
darsanasparsanadivat, yena smrtibljaih samskaramadadhlyatam”. 

667. Ibid : “...nirvrttikasamsiddhikabodhasvarupena 

avasthanamatramatmanah” • 
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its essential nature, knowledge itself. If this is admitted, 
knowledge being as eternal as the atman, there would be an 
unending series of impressions, so much so that there would be t 

no mok$a at all for the self . 668 

Emphasising the point that the self-experience during deep 
sleep cannot be recollected, Yamuna says that there are no 
conditions favourable for it. Remembrance of a particular' thing 
can take place under certain conditions : the experience of that 
thing should cease after giving rise to corresponding impressions, 
and the impressions, thus left, should be roused or stimulated 
by the observation of features like similarity that pertain to their ?" 

respective objects . 669 But since the knowledge of the self is eternal I 

like the self, it cannot be said to be present at a particular time 
and absent at other times . 670 Since the experience of atman never 
terminates, no recollection of it can take place. Recognitory 
statements like “I am the same person as the one of yesterday” 

(ya evaham, purvedyur-asam sa evahamadyapi ), hovyever, contain 
an element of recollection in them. This recollection pertains 
only to the self in so far as it is connected with a particular time, 
but not to its essential form . 671 Moreover, impressions that give 
rise to recollection are laid only by experience that is clear 
(patiyas ) and determinate ( savikalpaka ). 672 But the self-experi¬ 
ence during deep sleep is vague (avitfada) due to the presence of 
the quality, tamas, and is also indeterminate ( nirvikalpaka ) due 
to the absence of sense-object contact. The absence of recollection 


668. Ibid : “.. .anavaratopaciyamanasamskarataya anirmoksapra- 
sarigat”. 

669. Ibid: p.184: “anubhave ca svanurupasaihskaradhananiruddhe 
sadf^asambandhidar^anadisamudbodhitanijabljanusarepa smaranamu- 
pajayate”. 

670. Ibid : “na ceha atmasvarupabodhasya jatucit nirodho janma 
va; nityatmasattaprayuktatvat”. 

671. Ibid : “ya evaham purvedyurasam sa evahamadyapiti 
smrtisambhinnapratyayo ’pi kalavacchinnasvarupagocarah, na 
svarupamatre”. 

672. Cf. ibid : pp. 184-85 : “patlyasa savikalpakenavagamena 
smftibljamadhly ate ” 
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regarding self-experience during deep sleep ( svdtmanubhava ) is 
also explained with the help of an instance from common 
experience. Although we cognise our bodies and are aware that 
we possess them, we are not always body-conscious. We do not 
always recollect the form of our body and also the fact that we 
possess the body. Applying this analogy to self-experience 
(atmanubhava), it is argued that although it exists in deep sleep, 
it is not recollected later, as if there were no such experience at 
all . 673 

The fourth objection is that the states of samadhi and 
mok$a cannot differ from that of deep sleep, if the self were ever- 
knowing. This objection is ruled out by Yamuna on the ground 
that the said distinction is quite palpable. In deep sleep, 
impressions of ignorance etc. continue to exist, and the 
knowledge of the self is contracted by tamas responsible for 
sleep . 674 In mok$a, on the other hand, there is not a trace of any 
impression, and knowledge then blossoms in its original 
splendour . 676 Similarly, in the asamprajnata type of samadhi, 
there is a complete cessation of all external sense-activity ; the 
mind is absolutely controlled and nurtured in non-attachment 
(vairagya) towards wordly objects . 676 The mind of a person in this 
type of samadhi is thus so ripe as to bring about release for that 
person . 677 But all these features are absent in deep sleep. So, no 
comparison can be drawn between deep sleep on one hand and 
release and samadhi on the other. 


673. Ibid : p. 185 : “samyacca ananubhavabhimanal) 
sarirataddharanaprayatnananusandhanavat”. 

674. Ibid : “kles'avasananam gunabhibhavasya caikatra bhavat”. 

675. Ibid : p. 186 : “itaratra tadatyantanivrtteh”. 

676. There is a variant reading here given by all texts of 
ST: “samprajnata”. See Yogasutra : I. 17 :. vitarkavicarananda- 
smitarupanugamat samprajnatah”, and I. 18 : “viramapratyayabhya- 
sapurvah sariiskarasesah anyab”. 

677. Cf. AS : p. 186 : “asarhprajnatasamadhavapi 
parama vairagyasalina patutaranirodhasarhskarena caritadhikarina 
apavargina visesah”. 
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Reference has already been made to another view 678 which, 
purporting to be based on the Yoga school of thought, holds that 
the self, during deep sleep, is manifested by a particular state of 
mind called 'nidra’. The view seeks the support of recollections 
like “I had a good sleep”, “I had a disturbed sleep” and “I had 
a very bad sleep”. These statements, as already pointed out , 679 
are not recollections but inferences based upon the relaxed, 
strained and such other conditions of the physical body and the 
senses, says Yamuna . 680 That is why it is not necessary to accept 
nidra as a separate vrtti. 

The Yoga-sutra, “abhavapratyayalamband vrttir nidra ”™ 1 
on which the opponent bases his argument, is then explained by 
Yamuna. By “nidra” is meant not any state of mind, but only 
a general absence of all mental states that give rise to knowledge. 
The context (prakararia) in which this aphorism occurs is 
concerned with control of mind . 682 So, it is proper to explain that 
nidra is called here a “vrtti” only in the sense that it should also 
be controlled and overcome like all other vrttis . eB3 So, the term, 
“vrtti” in the sutra, like the term “viparyaya” occurring in 
another sutra, 684 should be interpreted in a secondary sense. 


678. See p. 180 above. 

679. Ibid. 

680. See AS : p. 187 : “naivami vasanayonayah pratyayalj, api 
tu.... anumanika iti”. 

681. Yogasutra : I. 10. Tattvavaisaradi of Vacaspati on it says : 
“jagratsvapnavfttinamabhavah tasya pratyayalj karaijam 
buddhisattvacchadakam tamah ; tadevalambanam vi?ayo yasyassa 
tathokta vrttir nidra”. 

682. The “pada” in which this aphorism occurs is called 
“samadhipada”. 

683. Cf. Vrtti on Yogasutra : I. 10 : “pratyayaviseipo nidra, sa ca 
samadhavitarapratyayavat niroddhavyeti”. 

684. Yogasutra : I. 8 : “viparyayo m i t hy aj n ai i am a t a d r u p a - 
pratistham”, 
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Since the Yoga school holds all knowledge as valid, and since it 
does not accept the anyathdkhyati theory of error, the term 
“viparyaya” (illusion), should only be understood in a secondary 
sense as non-discrimination between the right and the wrong. 
Yamuna says that the Nydyatattva of Nathamuni 686 proves all 
knowledge as valid (arthavybhicari), a view to which Yamuna 
himself contributes. In the light of this, the aphorism of Patanjali 
quoted above is taken as saying that all factors like nidra and 
viparyaya that, stand in the way of mok$a should efficiently be 
put down . 686 

Even if nidra be accepted as a particular state of mind, it 
only contributes to the author's stand that the self is ever- 
knowing. The advocate of the Yoga school only wants to prove 
that knowledge of the self in deep sleep is brought about by nidra, 
a state of mind. This in other words, means that the self is ever- 
knowing, which the author himself maintains . 687 

It cannot be urged that jndna, resulting from the vrtti 
which depends upon the sense-organs, could only be accidental. 
Stressing upon the indispensability of knowledge, Yamuna says 
that even the presence of tamas during deep sleep will have to 
be accounted for only with the help of knowledge . 688 Explaining 
this point, Yamuna says that in deep sleep, the existence of tamas 
cannot be proved at all. It cannot be cognised by the mind, 
because all senses including the mind itself, ere dormant in that 


685. See AS. pp. 187-88 : “nahyatadrupapratistliaih mithyajnanam 
kincidasti, sarvasamvidamarthavyabhicarat; sa cddhikarariasiddhah". 

Cf. NPS. I. p. 91 : “yannathamunimiffradyair 

yatharthakhyatisadhanam” etc. 

686. See note 683 above. Cf. AS. p. 188 : “kaivalyabhagi yaccit, 
tatpratyanlkataya nidrader niroddhyatvenopadesah” 

687. See AS. p. 188. 

688. Ibid. p. 189 : 

“yatassvatassato bodhadrte pumso yathoditam 
tamassvapadikallnam na siddhyet hetvasiddhitah”. 
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state and so no mental state can exist. It is also clear that tamas 
is not a self-luminous entity , 689 and claims made in its favour are 
sublated by practical experience. So, ultimately, the opponent has 
no choice other than to admit that knowledge, which forms the 
natural attribute of the self, is itself capable of manifesting all 
objects or features like tamas present in deep sleep . 690 

Compressing these results into a syllogism, Yamuna says 
that the self-luminous character of the self has to be admitted 
on the ground that it happens to be the knower. Entities like the 
pot, on the other hand, which are not self-manifest, are known 
to be invariably devoid of this special property, viz., “knowership” 

{jhatrtva ). 691 

The author then proceeds to refute the charge that there 
could be no distinction between one item of objective knowledge 
and another, if knowledge were an eternal attribute of the self . 692 
For this purpose, he enters into a very elaborate discussion which 
takes us almost to the end of this section, op the real significance 
of the term, “prakds'a” (manifestation), which is referred to in 
the above syllogism. It has already been pointed 693 out that the 
term “prahasa” can have three different meanings : “jnana 
(knowledge), “jnatata” (manifestedness) and “sanwidaduratva 
(not being remote from knowledge). 

The Naiyayika interprets “prakasa” as ‘knowledge’ and 
explains the relation between the self and knowledge as the one 
that subsists between the substratum and the thing subsisting 
in it (dsrayds'rayibhdua). But on this view, the negative 


689. Ibid : “na ca svaprakasam tamah”. 

690. Ibid . 

691. This is a kevalavyatireki type of anumana, which the author 
himself refuted above (pp. 163-64). The present statement is to be 
understood as having been made by the author from the standpoint of 
those who admit its validity. 

692. See p. 178 abQve. 

693. See p. 188 above. 
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concomitance in the above-mentioned syllogism would be of the 
form : “Any object possessing a manifestation that is non-eternal 
or dependent upon other factors cannot be a knower, as for 
example, the pot”. But the negation of specific features implies 
the acceptance of general ones, and so, the non-eternity of 
manifestation would also mean that the pot, etc. can have 
occasioned knowledge, which however, is absurd. 

Even if the Naiyayika explains the relation between jnana 
and the self in terms of the subject-object relation (vi$aya- 
vi?ayibhava), there crop up fresh difficulties. The self would then 
become the object of knowledge eternally , 694 which goes against 
its self-luminous character. Moreover, since knowledge can 
manifest an object only when the senses function, the manifes¬ 
tation of the self by knowledge necessarily involves sense- 
functioning and cannot, therefore, be eternal . 696 The mediacy of 
the causal machinery is inevitable, even when the self is to be 
manifested. It cannot be urged that dependence upon causal 
conditions becomes necessary only' when the self of another 
person is cognised, for, even the apprehension of one’s own self 
involves the operation of causes, as when it is cognised by 
inference, verbal testimony andyogic perception . 696 It would also 
be mutually contradictory to say that the self can, at one and 
the same time, become the subject as well as the object of 
cognition regarding its own self . 697 The self, as a matter of fact, 
cannot be cognised in its essential form ( svarupa ) by any means. 
Inference, verbal testimony and such other means can only 


694. See AS. p. 191 : “...vi^e§ani§edhasya 

samanyabhyanujnak^epakatvat agantukam jnanam ghatadavanumata- 
mapadyeta ; atha tanmabhuditi vigayavisayibhava eva sambandhah 
sangiyeta, tato nityavajjnanavi§ayatvamatmanah prasajyeta”. 

695. Ibid : “jnanavi$aylkaras'ca sadhanavis'egayattatvena niyata 
iti na svabhavikatvasambhavab”. 

696. Ibid : “atmano ’pi anu manikagamikayogajnanavi sayi kare 
tat.sapeksatvadarsanat”. 

697. Ibid. p. 191 : “viruddhe ca ekasya ekakriyayam 
karmakartrtve”. 
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establish the self in some of its aspects like eternity, subtlity and 
pervasiveness, but not in its essential form . 698 So, the contention 
that the atman in its essential form can become the object of 
eternal knowledge, becomes untenable. This difficulty cannot be 
got over by saying that the self can become the cogniser as well 
as the cognised, by its particular and general aspects. If this is 
admitted, the self would no more be self-manifest, like the word 
“s'abda”, says Yamuna . 699 When the word “s'abda” is uttered, it 
has two phases in it — as the “revealer” ( vacaka ) and the 
“revealed” (vdcya). “s'abda” becomes “vdcya” as the quality of 
audibility. It also becomes “vacaka” as appearing in a particular 
sequence. But in either case, “s'abda” cannot be self-manifest. 
Thus, even the self would cease to become self-manifest, if the 
subject-object relation between it and knowledge is explained in 
terms of the general and particular aspects. 

The next view is that of the Bhatta viz., that ‘prakdsa 
is not identical with “jnana”. We have already seen that for him, 
“prakdsa” means “jnatata”, a feature that is common for all 
entities, sentient as well as insentient. It is due to this jnatata 
that each and every entity is apprehended and spoken of as 
manifested. The relation in which jnatata, stands with reference 
to the entities is described as the one that exists between the 
basis and the based (as'rayds'rayi-bhava). Since the atman is said 
to be the knower, jnatata which pertains to it, would also be 
eternal, contends the Bhatta. 

“Prakdda ”, according to the Prabhakara, is identical with 
“jhana”. m The relation between prakdsa and the different 
entities it manifests is explained by him in terms of the capability 
of rendering those entities fit for vyavahara, i.e, thought and 
discussion . 701 It is due to this jnana that we can uniformly refer 


698. Ibid : p. 192 : “nityatvaniratisayasuk^matvavyapitvacitsva- 
bhavyadirupeija pratyagarthasya aupadesikatvamanumanikatvamva, na 

svarupatab”- 

699. Ibid: rupabhedena gamyagamakatvangikarapakse ‘pak?asyeva 
sabdader na svatassiddhatvam”. 

700. Ibid. p. 193 : “na jnanatirekl prakaso nama”. 

701. Ibid.: “yadvyavaharopajanananuguijam tat prakasate 
ityucyate”. 
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to the jhatr, jheya and jnana itself, as manifesting. The Bhatta- 
view that jnatata is eternal like the atman would make jnana 
quite unnecessary, says the Prabhakara It cannot be contended 
that prakdsa is identical with consciousness for, then, even the 
pot, etc. with which prakdsa unites, would become identical with 
consciousness. Even if prakas'a is held to be different from 
consciousness and as manifesting to the soul, the possessor 
thereof, this does not include samvit in scope because “samvit” 
is consciousness itself, but not the possessor thereof . 702 

The Bhatta's position becomes weaker if he says that the 
prakdsa of objects is dependent upon their relation with 
consciousness. Here, there are two difficulties. If this relation 
with consciousness is explained as inherence with the atman that 
possesses it, then pot etc., which are devoid of this feature would 
become unmanifest. If, on the other hand, this relation with 
consciousness (caitanyasambandha) is interpreted as ‘becoming 
the object of consciousness’, then, consciousness and the self 
would both become unmanifest. The untenability of this second 
alternative is said to have been shown by Nathamuni in his 
Nydyatattva . m The contention of the Bhattas that the self can 
be established only as the substratum of the prakdsa brought 
about by jnana and that jnana is inferred through the property 
called jnatata are already refuted . 704 

Yamuna then points out that the Prabhakara fares no 
better than the Bhatta, in spite of his admission that knowledge 
is self-manifest. Even in his case, the difficulty of explaining the 
relation between jnana and other entities persists. According to 
the Prabhakara, jnana becomes fit for vyavahara in the essential 
form as jnana itself; entities like the pot etc. as the objects of 
jnana ; and atman as the substrate of jnana. There is thus no 
uniformity of vyavahara regarding the triple entity— jnana, 
jheya and jhatr, says Yamuna. 


702. Ibid. : “cetanaiva hi sa, na cetayate”. 

703. Ibid. p. 194 : “...na vi?ayavisayibhavah, tasyaivanirupanat; 
anirupanam ca bhrantyadhikarajjasiddhantarambhe sarrwitsiddhau ca 
anusamdhatavyam”. 


704. See p. 172 f. above. 
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The Bhattas and the Prabhakaras, according to him, 
cannot offer any satisfactory explanation for the way in which 
jhana, inherent in the self, can produce either prakdsa or 
vyavahara in another entity. Proximity of causes like the senses 
cannot explain this phenomenon. A cause has its own limitations. 
It can give rise to an effect, but not also to the subsequent factors 
that are to be brought about by that effect itself. So, the senses 
and such other causes can produce knowledge, but not other 
features like prakdsa (manifestedness) or vyavahara, which are 
to be produced by knowledge. For a product to fulfil its purpose, 
it is no longer necessary that there should be a continuity of the 
efficient cause which brought it into, being. 706 Thus, for a pot to 
be able to bring water, the co-presence of the potter is not 
necessary. 

The two Mlmamsakas cannot also explain why jhana, a 
product, should cease to exist when its efficient cause, viz., the 
sense-object-contact, ceases to exist. We know by experience that 
an effect like a jar, for instance, exists even when its causes like 
the potter's wheel and rod cease to exist. 706 Therefore, one has 
to admit that in the process of an objective perception, 
consciousness goes out along with the (subtle) sense-organ to the 
particular object and gets connected with it, 707 says Yamuna. 

The theory set forth above can satisfactorily explain the 
invariable concomitance witnessed between sense-object-contact 
and knowledge. The Bhatta also cannot explain as to how jhatata 
pertaining to the objects vanishes when jhana, its efficient cause, 
ceases to exist. 


705. Cf. AS. p. 195 : “na khalu labdhatmakam karyarfi 
svanimittakarapamanuruddhya karyamarabhate”. 

706. Ibid : “na ca nimittakaranana.se karyanas all”. 

707. Cf. AS. p. 195 : “ata indriyena saha caitanyamapi nissrtya 
tena tenarthena sannikrsyate”. 

Cf. Sribhasya under II. ii. 27, pp. 810-811 ■: 

“...tattadarthavyavaharayogyatapadanarupataya sakgat pratlyamanasya 
jnanasya tattadarthasambandhayattam tattadasadharanyam; 
sariibandhas'ca samyogalaksanah” 
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The opponents may bring in the analogy of Number 
(samkhyd) to justify their contention that an effect perishes when 
its efficient cause perishes. To explain, numbers two, three, etc., 
upto infinity are produced by enumerative cognition 
( apek$abuddhi ). When the efficient cause, viz., the enumerative 
cognition ceases to exist, its products, viz., numbers two, etc., 
also cease to exist. Applying this analogy to the case of 
knowledge, tjie opponents argue that prakdsa ceases to exist 
when its efficient cause, viz., knowledge, ceases to exist. 

Objecting to this Yamuna says that the non-existence of 
numbers 2, 3, etc., consequent to that of their enumerative 
cognition, is asiddha or unestablished. Therefore, like the 
number 2, the other numbers ranging from 2 to infinity should 
be accepted as lasting so long as their substrata, viz., entities, 
last, for the very reason that they too are numbers ( samkhyd). 

The eternity or non-eternity of the number pertaining to 
objects individually, depends upon the corresponding eternal or 
non-eternal character of the objects to which the number 
pertains. This is a fact admitted on all hands. It is therefore 
proper to maintain that the numbers 2, 3, etc., upto infinity 
(parardha ) last so long as their substrata, viz., the different 
entitites last, because the generality of numberness ( samkhyatva) 
runs through them all, says Yamuna. 

The argument may further be stretched that oneness (i.e., 
the number 1) cannot be a number on, the ground that it is not 
something over and above the very form of the object to which 
it pertains. Yamuna says that oneness is also a number on the 
ground that it runs through all entities, as when we say “one 
pot”, “one piece of cloth” and so on. 708 If oneness (ekatva ) were 
identical with the very being of the entities, as held by some, 
there would not be a uniform and continuous cognition of 
“oneness” running through different objects. The contention that 
ekatva is of the form of the object would also land one in the 
trouble of equating things related by number 1, as for instance, 
a pot with a pice of cloth. The syllogism in this connection is : 
“Oneness is a number like the number 2, because, it is opposed 


708. AS. p. 197 : “samkhyaiva sa ; dravyantare ‘pyanuvrtteh”. 
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to other numbers like 3, 4, etc.,” 709 Here, the words “opposed to” 
mean “lacking in co-ordinate predication ( samanadhikaranya) 
between the numbers 1 and 2.” 

It may further be contended that “two-ness” ( dvitva ), etc. 
do not last till their substrates last, on the ground that they, like 
conjunction ( samyoga ), are qualities pertaining to many entities. 
This argument is vitiated by the defect called “anaikanta” in the 
instance of “nanatva” (diversity), which, though a quality 
pertaining to many entities, does not cease to exist so long as 
those entities exist. Yamuna also proves that “ nanatva ” is a 
number different from oneness and two-ness. n0 

Having thus proved that two-ness (dvitva) etc., last till 
their substrata last, Yamuna shows that these are not always 
cognised. Dvitva etc. are relative in nature. So, they are not 
cognised when the objects serving as their correlatives are not 
cognised and also when there is no desire on the part of a man 
to know them. 711 It is thus shown by the author that the 
invariable concomitance between knowledge and its causes 
becomes accounted for, only when consciousness is admitted to 
connect its objects through the sense-organs. 

Yamuna also finds fault with the theory advanced by the 
Mimamsakas regarding the manifestation of external objects. 
Jnana which manifests objects, like the light of a lamp, manifests 
them only by going out and contacting them. 712 It cannot be 
contended that jnana, being a formless entity (< amurta ), cannot 
possess any activity. Yamuna examines the possible definitions 

709. Ibid : 

“sahkhyaikata viruddhatvat, dvisafikhyevanyasankhyaya 
ekam dvaviti na hyasti samauadhikaranyadhih” 

710. Ibid. p. 198. 

711. Ibid : “apoksikatvat, dvitvadeh, pratiyogyanavagrahat 

bubhutsoparamaccapi satya evanavagrahah”. 

712. AS. p.198 : “sarvam ca prakas'akam prakas'yavastusa- 
imikrstameva prakas'akam df?tam dipaprabhadi”. 


201 YAMUNA'S CONTRIBUTION TO VISISTADVAITA 

for the term “murti”, as an element in the word, “amurtatva”, 
and shows that on no ground can jnana be denied activity. 713 The 
term, “murti”, can be interpreted in two ways : (a) as an entity 
occupying a limited area and (b) as an entity possessing touch. 
The first definition is too wide since it is applicable even to jnana, 
which is an entity 714 and is inherent in the self. Yamuna also 
proves that jnana is non-pervasive 71B and that it is of unsurpassed 
rapidity. The second definition of “murtatva” is “sparsavattva 
having touch. This is not acceptable because, s'abda (sound) is 
an exception to this. Sound is devoid of touch, but yet it is capable 
of covering long distances. The mind is the illustration for 
another exception to the above rule, which, although devoid of 
touch, is accepted by the Vaise^ikas and the Mimamsakas as 
possessing activity. 716 

Consciousness which can thus contact objects through the 
senses, also possesses the capacity of revealing even objects of 
the past and the future. There is nothing wrong in such a 
conception, in as much as even philosophers of other schools 717 
admit that entities of the past and future can become objects of 
the present cognition, that they can have manifestation, number 
and so on. As a matter of fact, for the Siddhantin, objects of past 
and future periods of time exist even at the time of cognition, in 


713. Ibid : p. 199. 

714. Ibid : “i?yata eva sa caitanye”. Cf. Sribha$ya under II. ii. 27: 

p. 811 •: “jnanamapi hi dravyameva; prabhadravyasya 

pradipagupabhutasyeva jnanasyapi atmagupabhutasya dravyatvam- 
aviruddham”. 

715. This applies to the state of bondage. 

716. The Naiyayikas thus speak of a type of relation called 
“jnanalak§apa” to account for the illusory appearance of nacre as silver. 

717. For the Vaisesikas, things of past and future become objects 
of the cognition belonging to the present time. For the Bhattas, objects 
of past and future not only exist now as the universal (jdti) but also 
possess the property called prakatya. 
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different states. 718 Just as our eye cognises the yonder stars, so 
also our jhana can cognise entities belonging to the past and 
future, says Yamuna. Stating this in a syllogism, 719 Yamuna 
points out that the past and the future cannot be remote for jhana 
on the ground that they, like jnana and jfidtr can also be 
manifested by jnana. 

Consciousness being very rapid, 720 it appears as if it did not 
contact each and every entity that exists between the point of time 
in which it operates and that point to which its entity belongs, 
even as the sequence between the conjunction of a circularly 
rotating firebrand with a particular point in space, and its 
disjunction there from are not noticed, due to the speed of 
rotation. 

Yamuna also explains that consciousness which goes out 
from a sense-organ, manifests only those objects that are fit to 
be cognised by that particular sense, but not all objects with 
which it may come into contact. Thus, consciousness coming out 
through the eye, for instance, manifests only the colour, etc., of 
the objects that are fit to be seen, but not taste, smell and other 
qualities. 721 To drive home this point that only things fit for 

718. Cf. AS. p. 200 : “api ca atitataya anagatataya ca tavapy adyapi 
vidyete”, i.e, as “pradhvamsabhava” and “pragabhava” respectively. 

Vedantadesika in his Nydyasiddhahjana,V. (p. 242), quoting AS, 
says : “atitanagatataya tavapyadyapi vidyete iti tena rtipeiia 
bodhasannikar^e nanupapattib iti ca taddravyasattaya 
* samyogopapattirupapadita; tatraivamasayah—yatha kaiscidasatoreva 
bhutabhavi$yatos-samanyatmana ‘dyapi ' vrtteb 

prakafya^ rayatvamupapaditam, tatha taddravyatmanapi vrtteh samyogo 
‘pyupapanna eva; vi£5i$fenasarhyogaseed vise$akarena na prakafyamiti 
tulyamiti”. 

719. AS. p. 201 : 

natitanagate buddher dure bhavitumarhatab 
buddhya prakasyamanatvad buddhiboddhrsvarupavat”. 

720. Cf. the following quoted by Des'ika in his Nyayasiddhahjana, 
(V p. 237), as from the Nyayatattva of Nathamuni : 

“atyantavegitatyantasauksmyam nirbharata tatha 

svasattakalabhavyaptir jnane lak$macatustayam”. 

721. Cf. NK. II. p. 109 : “...gunayogyatameva puraskrtya indriyani 
dra vy amupadadate ”. 
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apprehension are cognised by consciousness, Yamuna gives two 
instances. The first is that of the denotative capacity (s'akti) of 
words like “cow”. Though the word “cow” denotes both the 
universal (cowness) and the individual, it is only the universal 
that is taken as signified. The second example is that of an 
injunction lifejp “dadhna juhoti ”. It is proper to take this 
statement as specifying a particular type of oblation, viz., curds 
into the fire, but not as ordaining something already known, viz., 
the performance of a fire-sacrifice, which has already been 
covered by the injunction “agnihotram juhoti”. 122 Likewise, 
consciousness pertaining to particular sense-organs manifests 
only those entities that are fit to be cognised by those senses, 
but not all entities. In this connection Yamuna also quotes two 
passages, one from the Bhagavadgita 123 and another from the 
Manusmrti , 724 to show that consciousness comes out through the 
medium of sense-organs. 

Having thus established that jhana contacts its objects 
through the senses, Yamuna proceeds to answer the objection 
raised earlier 726 that consciousness being a guria , it cannot leave 
aside its substrate, the self, and go out to contact its objects. 
Yamuna says that there is no question of jhana leaving aside its 
substratum. It can go out and contact through the senses without 
at the same time severing its connection with the self. Even 
qualities like sound ( sabda ) and smell can move out of their 
substrata, says Yamuna. 726 

722. Taittiriya Samhitd : V ix. 1. 

723. Bhagavadgita : II. 37b : “tadasya harati prajnam 
vayurnavaml vambhasi”. 

724. Manusmrti : II. 99 : 

“indriyanam hi sarye^am yadyekam k?aratlndriyarh 
tadasya k?arati prajnam drteh padadivodakam”. 

725. See pp. 178-79 above, 

726. Cf. AS. p. 203 : “cbsyante ca guna api gabdagandhasuryaloka- 
ratnaprabhadayo gatimanto dharmyativartinasca”. 

Desika interprets this in his Nydyaparisuddhi : I. p. 182 : 
U dtmasiddhau tu s'abdasya dharmyativartitvagatimattvavadas 
t adasraya-bhutavayavadvareneti netavyah” 
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But the illustration of sabda (sound) is again a matter of 
controversy. The Bhattas think that sound is an eternal and all 
- pervasive entity. The Prabhakaras are of the view that sound 
is eternal and all-pervasive like the element ether, and that it is 
the special quality of the latter. They further say that though all- 
pervasive and ever-present, it is manifested only through some 
agents like the effort of human beings. It is due to these 
delimiting and manifesting agents that sound appears as confined 

only to a limited area and as possessing motion. 

• 

Refuting this contention, Yamuna says that sound belongs 
to the element air, but not to the ether. 727 This is proved by him 
on the ground that sound is produced invariably in association 
with air, like the quality of touch, which also belongs to air. 
Thus, when a drum is beaten with a stick or when a bamboo is 
split there is the production of air, accompained by sound. So it 
is to be admitted that the Mimamsaka's theory of sound being 
eternal is also untenable. 728 Sound is non-eternal because it is 
produced and it is also a quality apprehended by a sense-organ, 
the ear, like the quality of smell. It is also possible to show that 
sound is produced by human effort because, like conjunction 
( samyoga ), it is apprehended only after an activity like splitting 
the bamboo takes place. 

It may be argued that human effort and such other factors 
are not the causes, but mere manifesters of sound. This is 

727. Yamuna here goes against the normal view that sabda 
pertains to the ether. But Desika explains this in his Nydyasiddhanjana: 
p. 250 : “atmasiddhiv acanam tu paramatena, ekades'imatena va 
ghatate”. 

He quotes Parasara's view that sound belongs to ether alone 
“Bhattaparasarapadair vakyanirupane sabdasya gaganagunatvame- 
vabhihitam—gaganagunas'abdadisvarupasthitih pravartayata 

bhagavataiva...” etc. 

728. Cf. Nydyakusumdnjali : II. p. 86 : “na hi varna eva. 
tavannityah”. 

Ibid : p. 100 : “s'abdo’ nityah utpattidharmakavat, ghatavat”. 

Ibid : p. 109 : “astu tarhi s'abdo nityah nityakas aikagunatvat 
tadgataparamamahatparimapavaditi pratyanumanamiti cenna, 
akaryatvasyopadher vidyamanatvat”. etc. 
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cumbersome ; there is economy of thought in maintaining that 
human effort etc. produce sounds rather than in making them 
the causes of manifestation of sounds. Another defect in the 
introduction of the revealing agent ( abhivyanjaka ) for sounds is 
this. A manifesting agent, when it manifests a particular object, 
manifests simultaneously all factors that exist in one and the 
same substratum and which are capable of being cognised by a 
single sense-organ. A lamp, for instance, reveals not only a pot, 
but also its colour, number, magnitude and such other factors. 729 
Thus, if the air produced by the conjunction, disjunction etc. of 
various parts of the mouth is held to manifest but not produce 
sounds, it should, on the analogy of the lamp given above, 
manifest all sounds simultaneously. But this is not our 
experience. We find that the airstream originating from the 
throat, when it reveals the letter “ka”, for instance, does not at 
the same time reveal other letters like “ga”. 

Yamuna sums up the defects in the theory of manifestation 
of sound in five “kdrikas”. 130 The Mimamsaka says that sound 
pertains to a single substratum, viz., ether, and that it is 
apprehended by a single sense-organ, the ear. As such, there is 
no reason as to why only certain sounds should be revealed but 
not all, by effort and such other factors. Since we do not in our 
common experience, observe that a single agent manifests all 
sounds simultaneously, it is proper to hold that sounds are caused 

729. AS pp. 204-05 : “abhivyanjakascaekadesavasthitanekendriya- 
grahyan yugapadabhivyanjanti, yatha pradlpo rupasamkhyaparimanani 
karakadlriiscaikapradesavartinah”. 

730. Ibid : pp. 205-06 : 

“nityatvavadinas s' abda nirbhagavyomavartinah| 
sravanascetyabhivyaktiniyame nasti karaiiam 11 
desaikye grahakaikye ca vyanjakaikyam hi dars'itam| 
tadabhavat prayatnotthamarutah karanam dhvaneh| | 
ata eva ca nanatvam pratyuccaranamisyalaih | 
krtasya karanayogaddhetupauskalyabhedatah| | 
kincodattanudattatvadlrghatvahrasvatadayah] 
gadistha yugapadbhanto na bhindyuh svas'rayan katham| | 
sthanaikyapatasadrs'yat pratyabhijnapi naikyatalj | | 
pradipapratyabhijneva jnapita bhedahetavah” 
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by the air originating from the articulatory regions by human 
effort. Since each act of pronunciation produces a separate sound, 
it is proper to assume that the sounds produced are indeed many, 
each being distinct from the others. Moreover, characteristics 
such as the udatta and the anudatta intonations and the length 
and shortness of utterance point out that their substrate, viz., 
the sounds, must also be mutually different. Recognitory 
statements like “so ’yarn gakaralp” (“This ‘ga’ is the same sound 
‘ ga ’ which had earlier been apprehended”) cannot be adduced as 
a proof for the eternity of sounds, says the author. 731 The 
statement, “so ’yam gakdralp” , like the statement, “seyamjvdla” 
(which identifies flames erroneously due to their similarity), 
proceeds from a mistaken conception of the identity of sounds. 
This false identity is based on the similarity of the place of 
articulation. 

Yamuna has thus proved that sound, given in the above 
pages as an illustration, 7 . 32 is only produced, but not manifested 
by utterance and that it is a quality of air. Since sound is thus 
proved to be a quality of air, it follows that it can also travel along 
with its substratum, air. The analogy of sound thus serves to 
establish that knowledge can also go out and contact its objects. 

But the Prabhakara again steps in to point out that even 
in this theory of the Siddhdntin, there is no, uniformity of 
vyavahara regarding the triple entity, jnana, jheya and jnatr ■ 
According to this theory, prakasa ultimately becomes identical 
with the conjunction ( samyoga ) of knowledge with the objects or 
some other property born out of samyoga. Pointing out defects 
in the theory, the Prabhakara says that if prakasa were identified 
with samyoga, then this definition being too narrow, it would 
apply only to the objects, but not to jnana and jnatr. If, on the 
other hand, prakasa is equated with samavdya (inherence) of 
jnana, then again jnana and its object will both become 
unmanifest since samavdya pertains to the dtman alone. If, as 


731. Cf. NK. II : pp. 100-01 : “evam vyavasthite 
‘numanamapyucyate sabdo ‘nityah uttpattidharmakatvat, gliatavat; na 
cedarn pratyabhijnanabadhitam, tasya jvaladipratyabhijftanenavis'esat”. 


732. See p. 204 x above. 
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the third step, mere relation ( sambandhamatra) without any 
specification either as samyoga or samavdya were meant by the 
term “prakasa”, then this definition being too wide, it will apply 
even to the body and senses. The Prabhakara says that difficulty 
arises only when “ prakasa” is interpreted in terms of relations 
like samyoga and samavdya. So, without recourse to any relation 
as such, he tries to solve the problem by saying that jnana, by 
its very nature ( svabhava ), can render all vyavahara possible 
with regard to the triple entity, jnana, jfieya send jnatr. Jnana, 
by itself, becomes responsible for the vyavahara concerning itself; 
with reference to the dtman, its substratum, it is through 
samavdya ; and with reference to the objects, it is through other 
causal factors like the sense-organs. So, no doubts can be 
entertained regarding this vyavaharanugurpya of knowledge, 
since it is quite natural with it, concludes the Prabhakara. 

Rejecting this claim, Yamuna refers the Prabhakara to the 
defect earlier pointed out in the latter's theory. 733 An effect that 
has come into being through an efficient cause, does not depend 
upon the same cause for bringing out its own subsequent 
activities also. To show the untenability of this argument, it has 
also been pointed out earlier 734 that for a pot to be able to bring 
water, the co-presence of the potter was not necessary. Sense- 
object contact and such other causal conditions produce jnana 
alone. They cannot produce “prakasa” and such other factors 
belonging to jnana. Even if the term “prakasa” were interpreted 
as jnana that renders vyavahara possible as claimed by the 
Prabhakara, there is still no uniformity of significance suggested 
by the term. 

The term “vyavaharanugurpasamvedana" can be taken 
either as a compound of the Bahuvrihi (possessive) or of the 
Karmadhdraya (appositional) type. As a Bahuvrihi, it means 
“that which possesses knowledge responsible for vyavahara”. 
This definition applies only to the jnatr and jfieya but not jnana 
because there can be no other jfiana which may be said to be 
possessed by jnana. As a Karmadhdraya- compound, the expres¬ 
sion means the “quality of being knowledge, responsible for 

733. See p. 198 above. 

734. Ibid. 
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vyavahdra”, and this definition does not apply to both the jheya 
and jhdtr, for they are not identical with knowledge. Another 
incoherence regarding this theory of vyavahdranugunya is this: 
Anugupya or conduciveness to vyavahdra should only be deduced 
from activity or vyavahdra itself. But even before the vyavahdra 
takes place, one feels and says one has cognised the object 
regarding which there is the vyavahdra in question. Therefore, 
the theory of the Prabhakaras lacks exactitude of definition, and 
so, is not acceptable. 736 

Having thus silenced his critics, Yamuna gives out his own 
opinion on the matter. Basing his argument on the statement 
made by Nathamuni in his Nyayatattva, “anubhavaduram smrti- 
nimitittam, 138 Yamuna explains that “ prakasa ” means not being 
remote ( adura) from anubhava or experience. 737 

The term “ aduratvam" can be interpreted as “being 
different from that which is remote” (durat anyatvafn ) and also 
as “being opposed to what is remote” {durepa viruddhatvam). 
Accordingly, “anubhavaduratvam” can be interpreted as (a) 
being different from that which is remote from anubhava, and 
also as (b) being opposed to that which is remote from 
anubhava. 738 

Explaining further, Yamuna says that the prakas'a of a 
particular entity is nothing but a reference to the knowledge 
C bodha) and the entity in contact with that knowledge, which 
knowledge is not far from one's experience, as in the case of the 
illumination of external objects. Thus, when a particular region 
is illumined by the rays of the sun, we experience it and say that 
the region is illumined. This experience and the verbal activity 
(prakhyd and upakhyd) proceed from the fact that the region is 


735. AS. pp. 207-08. 

736. Ibid p. 208. The Nyayatattva from which this is quoted, is 
yet to be recovered. This quotation points out that remembrance takes 
place only when there is experience. It can be explained thus : “Prakas'a 
is being not far from experience (i.e., being nearer to experience) and 
the contiguity is itself the cause of remembrance”. 

737. Ibid : “etaduktam bhavati—samvidaduratvam prakasa iti”. 

738. Ibid : p.209 : “bhavatvanubhavaduram duradanyad virodhi va 

tadbhavas'ca prakaiatvam kimatra bahu jalpyate”. 
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not remote from the light of the sun. 739 Just as the darkness of 
that particular region is dispelled by virtue of the region not 
being far from light ( alokadura ), so also in the case of the 
prakasa under discussion, ajhana regarding a particular entity 
gets dispelled by reason of the object not being far removed from 
jhana. It is due to this contiguity to jhdna (jhanadiiratva) that 
an object like a pot and also the experience regarding it are 
simultaneously recollected after the experience itself has faded 
away, says Yamuna. 

By this interpretation of prakasa as being not remote from 
knowledge, the doubts raised by the opponents regarding the 
possible relations like samyoga and samavaya become ground¬ 
less, says the author. As a matter of fact, for him, samyoga is 
the only possible relation. Samyoga, in other words, is a very 
close contiguity which again is identical with the term 
“nairantarya ,mo (not being separated by space). Samyoga 
between the inseparables ( ayutasiddha ) is called samavaya 
(inherence) in the Vaises ika system. But this comes under 
samyoga. So, no argument can be made against this theory of 
prakasa on the assumption of samavaya being a separate entity, 
says Yamuna. 

A second definition of prakas'a is also given by Yamuna. 
Prakasa is the capacity to give rise to vyavahdra and this 
capacity is characterised by its not being far from knowledge. 741 

739. Ibid : p. 210. 

740. Ibid. p. 211 : “nairantaryapadaparyayamatyanta- 
samipyamatram ca samyogah”.' Also cf. “atyantasamlpyam samyogah” 
quoted by Des'ika in his Nyayasiddhdhjana, p. 263, as from the 7th 
chapter of the ‘Prameyapada’ of the Nyayatattva. 

The part dealing with the inclusion of samavaya under samyoga 
is lost, as is clear from the following statement of AS : p. 211 : “yatha 
ca samyogantarbhavah samavayasya, tatha sambandhavimarse 
darsayisyamah”. 

Desika, interpreting the passage, “nairantarya...” etc. in his 
Nyayasiddhanjana, V (p.242). says : “tadapi parabhyupagatasamavayan- 
abhyupagamat, svamate samavayasya svarupavisfe§anatirekat 
atiriktasambandhabhavaparam, na tu gunaguninoh samyogalaksapa- 
sambandhaparam” 

741. This, to some extent, admits the Prabhakara’s definition of 
‘prakasa’. 
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Though prakasa in thus capable of contacting all entities, it can 
only manifest particular entities through particular senses, but 
not all. For example, the jnana coming out through the eye 
manifests only objects that are fit to be seen, but not those -that 
fall outside the purview of the eye. So with other objects. The 
reason for this specific manifestation is twofold, says Yamuna. 
Though the causal conditions necessary to produce prakasa are 
present in their plenitude, prakasa may not still arise with regard 
to a given entity when that entity is obscured by some other 
factor, or when it is not fit for cognition. Yamuna cites the 
instance of the colour and taste of the waters of the Yamuna to 
support the above. Though the eye may be in contact with the 
waters of the Yamuna , the colour whiteness is not cognised since 
it is obscured by the blueness of its surface. The taste of the water 
is also not apprehended by the eye since it is not fit to become 
the object of ocular perception. 

This marks the end of the discussion on the significance 
of the term ‘prakasa’ J* 2 The upshot of the above discussion, says 
Yamuna, is that the atman which possesses jnana as its very 
being and also as its quality, cognises objects through the medium 
of the sense-organs. 743 

Yamuna then meets the objection raised earlier 744 by the 
opponents that knowledge, on the analogy of pleasure and pain, 
could only, be a, special- property- of the soul-and thus, could only 
be occasioned but not be natural with the soul. 

Knowledge, Yamuna says in reply, is a quality dependent 
upon the very existence of the self, its substrate. It is also found 
in experience that qualities dependent upon the being of their 
substrate, last so long as their substrata last. Since it has already 
been detailed in the preceding pages that jnana depends upon the 


742. This discussion was started on p. 194 above, 

743. Cf. AS. p. 212 : 

“ato yathoktanityatma svatas'caitanyavigrahah 
jnanasvabhava evanyat karanaih pratipadyate ” 


744. See p. 178. 
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very being of the self, it has to be admitted that it lasts so long 
as the self lasts, that is to say, that it is eternal but not accidental. 

Yamuna also points out that pleasure and pain cited as 
instances by the critic, cannot be qualities of the self. They are 
only the relaxed and uneasy states of the sense-organs. This point 
too has been indicated already. 745 The position cannot be improved 
by giving raga and dues a as the illustrations in the place of sukha 
and dufykha ; for, even they are not directly the qualities of the 
self. Rather, they are different states of mind. This too has been 
pointed out earlier. 746 The Brhadaraiiyaka passage, 
“kamassankalpafp ” 747 etc., and also the Bhagavadglta passage 
“iccha dve$afy” ua etc., are quoted by the author to corroborate 
the view that raga and dve?a are mental states. 

But it may be pointed out that the Gita passage referred 
to here, viz., “ iccha dve$afj, sukham duhkhafn sahghatah 
cetanadhrtih” , clearly states that jnana, indicated by the term 
“cetana”, cannot even be a property of the self. But Yamuna says 
that the proper interpretation of the above passage should be like 
this : “ cetanadhrtih” should not be split into two words as 
“ cetana,” and “ dhrtUf. It should be taken as a single compound, 
meaning the body ( k$etra ). In other words, the term 
“cetanadhrtih” defines the body as a collocation ( sahghdta) 


745. See p. 173 above. This is only an alternative view, as he is 
going to say later that sukha and duhkha are different states of jnana, 
which is tantamount to saying that they pertain to the self. Cf. 
Nyayasiddhahjana : V (p. 243): “sukhaduhkhe natmadharmau ityadi$u 
vaibhavavadena, matantarena vabhihitam...” etc. 

746. See p. 173 above. 

747.1. v.3: kamassarikalpo vicikitsa sraddha asraddha dhrtiradhrtir 
hrir dhir bhirityetat sarvam mana eva”. 

748. Bhagavadglta : XIII. 6 : “iccha dvesassukhaih duhkhaiii 

s an gh at a s c e t a n adhr t i h 
etat k so tram samasena 

savikalpamudahrtam”. 
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controlled or supported by knowledge. 749 The body is, indeed, seen 
to possess activity by means oijnana. This definiton is supported 
by Yamuna through quotations from the .Brhaddrariyaka 
Upani?ad 160 and the Vi$pupurdna Kl which mention that the 
Supreme Being possesses everything as. His body, including the 
individual selves. These passages are very significant because 
they form the basis of the atmasarirabhava that subsists between 
the Supreme Person on one hand and the individual self and the 
prakrti on the other, which became one of the cardinal points of 
Ramanuja's philosophy. 

It may, however, be pointed out that the Brhaddrariyaka 
text “kamassahkalpah... ” 762 quoted above, also mentions dhih or 
jnana as a quality of the mind, but not of the self. But Yamuna 
says that the term, “dhih", here means “utprek?a" or ‘conjec¬ 
ture’ but not “jnana". As a matter of fact, the self-same Upani?ad 
mentions elsewhere that “jnana” is a natural attribute of the self: 
“na vijhdtur vijhater viparilopo vidyate ” 763 and “na hi dra?jur 
drsfeh viparilopo vidyate avindsitvat” Here the passage, “na 
hi dra$tuh”, states in clear terms that since the knower (dra$td) 
is eternal ( avinddin ), knowledge (drsti) that qualifies him is also 
eternal. This, in other words, means that knowledge depends 
upon the very being of the self for its existence. 

749. AS. p. 214 -. “cetanaya dhriyamanassanghato dehah”. 

Cf. Ramanuja's commentary on the Gita: XIII. 6 : “adhrtiradhar ah, 
sukhaduhkhe bhunjanasya bhogapavargau sadhayatasfca 

cetanasyadharatayotpanno bhutasanghatah”, etc. 

750. V 7 : “yasya prthivl s'ariram, yasyapa^ sari ram, yasyatma 
gariram”. This is the Madhyandina-reading. 

751. I. 22. 86 : “yani murtanyamurtani yanyatranyatra va kvacit 

santi vai vastujatani tani sarvani tadvapuh”. 

Yamuna quotes only the second half of the second line. 

752. I. v. 3. 

753. IV iii. 30. 

754. IV iii. 23. Udayana in his Nyayakusumahjali : V (p. 112.) 
takes this passage as showing that the knowledge of the Supreme is 
eternal. Gf.: “tadenamevambhutamadhikrtya s'ruyate na drastur drster 
viparilopo vidyate avinastvat iti”. 
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Yamuna here controverts the interpretation offered by the 
Advaitins for this passage, that “dra?ta" is an attribute 
(vise?ana) of the term, “dr$ti” ( vise?ya). They construe the 
terms thus : “There is no annihilation of knowledge (dr? ti) which 
is of the form of the knower (dra? ta) ” and they ultimately 
identify the atman with dr$ti . im But this interpretation is 
defective in two ways, says Yamuna. Firstly, if the term “dra$td” 
were the vise$apa of dr.? ti, it would then be necessary that the 
term should be in the feminine gender. Secondly, if the above 
argument were correct, the probans referred to in the sruti- text, 
viz., “ avindsitvat ” becomes identical with the probandum itself, 
viz., “avinas'itva” (na viparilopah—na vinasah — avinas'itva). In 
other words, there would be no reason worth the name at all. 
The Vedic text in question would then mean : “There could be 
no destruction of knowledge, which is of the form of the knower, 
because it does not perish”, where the defect of sadhyasamatva 
(identity between the probans and the probandum) is quite 
palpable. 

Even if the term “dr? ft”, is taken as speaking of the real 
form of the self (dra?ta), the reason, “avindsitvat" , would turn 
out to be “aprayojaka” (ahetu ), which means that it cannot 
establish its probandum, viz., the indestructibility of the self 
(avinas'itva). Such an interpretation would also contradict the 
positions taken by the opponents. Thus, for the Naiyayika who 
maintains that the knowledge of the self is only accidental 
(kaddcitka), it would be contradictory to say that the self is of 
the form of knowledge, which would ultimately mean that 
knowledge is eternal. Similarly, for the Advaitins who do not 
accept the eternity of the “aham” (I) it would be contradictory 
to say that the self, which is none other than the “ aham ”, is 

755. Cf. Upadesasahasri : (Minor Works of Sankara)-, si. 8 : 

“manasyas tadvadanyasya dr sy ante svapnavrttayah 

drastur drgtistato nitya suddhananta ca kevala”. 

Cf. Brahmasiddhi : pp. 7-8 : “api ca ekatva evayam 
drastrdrsyabhavo ’vakalpate; drastureva cidatmanastatha viparinamad 
vivartanadva...na tarhi paramarthato drs'yam drs'yate, paramartliatas'ca 
dr^yamanam dra§tTvyatiriktamastiti durbhaqam ...evam ca 
drasfuravyatireko drsyasyamnayate atmani vijnate sarvamidamvijnatam 
bhavatiti”. 
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eternal ( avinasin ). It is, therefore, proper to construe the reason 
“avinds'itvat” along with the term “dra$tuh”, rather than with 
“dr?teh”, since this is fully corroborated by many nydyas and 
scriptural statements. Therefore, when it is said that the self 
exists, it follows as a corollary that its attribute ‘knowledge’ also 
exists on the ground that it depends upon the very being of the 
self, even as light (prabha) depends upon the flame of a lamp, 
for its existence. 

In the light of this, the above text “ na hi dra$tur dr?teh”, 1B6 
means that self-luminous knowledge, which forms an essential 
property of the self never ceases to exist, either in the state of 
bondage or release. And this knowledge, due to its manifold 
relation with manifold objects, internal as well as external, 
attains several designations such as perception, smell, taste, 
touch, inference, and the like. Yamuna quotes three more 
passages from the Brhadaraqyaka'’ 5 '’ to support the view that 
knowledge forms an inseparable and essential characteristic of 
the atman. 

Quoting three passages from the Chandogya 768 and one 
more from the Brhaddrapyaka , 769 Yamuna says that even in the 
state of mok$a which is characterised by the absence of the 
physical body, senses, etc., the self continues to have knowledge. 
It is therefore clear that knowledge is an essential characteristic 
of the self. Yamuna also adduces one statement from the 


756. Brhadaranyaka : IV iii. 23. 

757. Ibid: VI. v. 13: “sa yatha saindhavaghano ’nantaro ’bahyab” 
etc. 

Ibid : VI. iii. 9 : “svena bhasa, svena jyoti§a”. 

Ibid : VI. iii. 6 : “atmajyotissamraditi hovaca”. 

758. VII. ii. 6 : “na pas'yo rnrtyuih pas'yati ... sarvam ha pasyah 
pas'yati”. 

VIII. xii. 3 : “nopajanam smaran”. 

VIII. xii. 6 : “sa va esa etena daivena caksu$a...pas'yan ramate”. 

759. IV iv. 14 : “janatyevayam p u r u s ah j n tit avy a rii tu na veda”. 
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Vi^nupurdna, 160 one identified as from the Mahabharata 781 and 
three verses from the Vi$nudharma 762 as further proofs for this 
View. The slokas from the Vi?nudharma quoted by him explain 
in plain language that knowledge is quite natural and eternal 
with the atman. It is never created or brought anew into 
existence, because it is always present. Knowledge and such other 
characteristics of the self can only be revealed or manifested by 
putting down the undesirable qualities that obscure their 
manifestation. Therefore knowledge and such other characteris¬ 
tics of the self are eternal. The Brahmasutra, “jho ’ta eva’ m3 
(‘That is why the self is the knower’j is also adduced by the 
author in support of the above. 

Having thus established on the strength of logical 
arguments and scriptural statements that Dharmabhuta-jhdna is 
eternal in character, Yamuna proceeds to explain his earlier 
statement that knowledge which is natural to the self, gets 
different designations under different conditions of contact with 
the objects. 764 He states that either the different types of relations 
of objects with knowledge, or jhana itself in relation to those 
objects, get different designations such as “niscaya” (certitude), 


760. VI. vii. 22 : 

“nirvanamaya evayamatma jnanamayo ’malalj 
duhkhajnanamala dharmahprakyteste na catmanah”. 

Yamuna quotes here (p. 218) the first line of the verse. 

761 See AS. p. 218 : “jyoti?amapi tajjyotih”. See commentary 
on it by EB. Annaiigaracarya. 

762. Vi$nudharma of Saunaka (from Bhavi$yatpurana) : ch. 104: 
55-57 : 

“yatha na kriyate jyotsna malaprak?alanan maneh 
dosaprahaiyinna jnanam atmanah kriyate tatha 
yathodapanakaranat kriyate na jalambaram 
sadeva nlyate vyaktim asatah sambhavah kutah? 
tatha heyagupadhvaihsad avabodhadayo gunah 
prakasyante na jayante nitya evatmano hi te”. 

Cf. Brahmasutra : IV iv. 1 : “sampadyavirbhavassvena s'abdat”. 

763. Brahmasutra : II. iii. 19. Also cf. Sribha$ya : I. i. 1 : p. 135. 

764. Cf. AS. p. 161 : 

tadevam citsvabhavasya pumsassvabhaviki citih 
nanapadarthasamsargat tattadvittitvamasnute”. 
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“samsaya" (doubt) and the like. 766 Accordingly, he defines niscaya 
or certitude as a firm and close conjunction (drd hasafnyoga) of 
consciousness with a single entity. If this conjunction is not firm 
and close, and also if it pertains to many entities but not one, 
then it goes by the name of “ samsaya ” or ‘doubt’. Again, if this 
conjunction ( safnyoga) of jnana with objects follows the latent 
impressions ( samskara ) of previous experience, it is called 
‘recollection’ ( smarana). 166 Therefore, it is proper to hold that 
jnana in general regarding a particular object is the contact of 
dharmabhuta-jndna with the particular object. 

It cannot be urged that even the objects become possessors 
of jndna on the ground that they too have contact with jnana, 
points out the author. This objection is groundless because 
‘knowership’ (jnatrtva) pertains to the self through jnana but not 
to the object, even as the illumination of an external object does 
not belong to that object. 

Although an object is said to be manifested when it is in 
contact with the light of the Sun, and though this contact is 
common to both the object and the light, it is still proper to say 
that the capacity to manifest rests only with the Sun, but not 
with the object. Likewise, in the process of an objective 
manifestation, it should be admitted that the capacity to know 
pertains only to the self, but not to the object as such. From the 
same analogy, it can be deduced that the self contacts different 
objects through its attributive knowledge and attains knowledge 
regarding those objects. 

Therefore it has to be concluded that the self has jnana as 
its essential characteristic and that it is always aware with 
regard to its own self. With regard to the objects, however, it (the 
self) may or may not know, owing to different causal factors. 

765. Ibid. p. 219 : “tadevamatmasvabhavabhutasya caitanyasya 
visayasarh^le?avi£e§e?u nis'cayasams'ayadivyavaharabhedah, 
tattadvis'esabhaji caitanye va”. It is the second alternative that the 
author contributes to ; “sams'aya”, etc. are not ends in themselves since 
they are only different states of consciousness. 

766. Ibid. : “caitanyasya visayena drdhasarhyogo hi niscayah, 

tasyaiva bahubhir yugapadadrdhasamyogah samsayh, 

jnanavasananusarena sarhs' legal) smaranamityadih”. 

Cf. Nyayasiddhanjana : VI. (p. 258) : “asmanmate tu anubhava- 
sarhskarasmrtinaihjnanavasthavisesarupatvanna ka^ciddosah”. 
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Though the self is thus essentially characterised by jndna 
and is ever-luminous, it is still not grasped clearly and 
discriminately. Yamuna says that the acceptability of the different 
types of inference and other statements detailed in the preceding 
pages is based on the consideration that they aim at giving us 
an insight into the real nature of the self. But the means of 
knowledge like anumdna and even agama, cannot, after all, give 
us any direct experience of the self. That is why those who are 
unsatisfied with the mediate knowledge of the self provided by 
those means of knowledge, take to the practice of yoga 
(concentration) and try to achieve a direct and clear experience 
of the dtman by controlling the mind. The fact that immediate 
knowledge regarding the self arises only at the culmination of 
the highest stage of concentration ( bhdvandprakar?aparyanta ) is 
admitted on all hands. Concluding this topic, Yamuna states that 
the dtman which is self-manifest, shines forth more vividly and 
directly with the help of scriptural texts, inferences and yogic 
perception. 767 

* * * 

The author then takes up the next topic for discussion, viz., 
the duration ( kalavaccheda ) of the existence of the self. 768 

The first critic introduced by Yamuna, who does not admit 
an eternal self, is the Buddhist. According to him, the self exists 
only for a single moment and becomes extinct in the next moment. 
The entire train of misery in this world is mainly due to the 
conception of an eternal self. The momentary character of the 
self, he argues, is to be understood from the fact that it exists. 
Any entity that exists should exist only for one moment. Since 
the self is an existent entity, it has to be admitted as lasting only 
for a moment. The Buddhist further explains that the existence 
(sattd) of entities is none other than their character of leading 

767. AS. p. 222 : 

evamatma svatassiddhyan agamenanumanatah 
yogabhyasabhuva spa§taih pratyaksena pratlyate”. 

768. Ibid p. 17 : 

“dehendriyamanahpranadhibhyo ’nyo ’nanyasadhanah 
nityo vyapi pratik?etramatma bhinnassvatassukhi”. 

The author now undertakes to explain the second line of this verse. 
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to a fruitful activity ( arthakriyakarita ). It is not possible to 
ascribe existence to an entity if it does not lead to a fruitful 
activity. Continuing, the Buddhist says that this fruitful activity 
is invariably associated with momentariness ( k$anikatd ) and that 
this type of existence (leading to fruitful activity) cannot be met 
with in an entity that is not momentary. He further explains that 
there are only two possible ways in which the objects of the world 
can give rise to fruitful activity, either simultaneously 
(yaugapadya) or in succession ( kratna). There is not a third way 
open here. Just as in the case of two alternatives of being ( bhava) 
and non-being ( abhdva ), if one is absent, the. other one should 
necessarily exist, so also, objects that give rise to a fruitful 
activity can do it either in a sequence or simultaneously, but not 
in a third way; and these characteristics cannot be found in a 
non-momentary entity. 

It is a matter of regret that the text of Atmasiddhi breaks 
off at this place. 

* * * 

(ii) The Isvarasiddhi. 

In this section Yamuna undertakes to establish that the 
entire universe is under the control of a single Supreme Being. 
He sets out the arguments advanced by the Mlmamsakas and the 
Naiyayikas, against and for such a conception. As we have 
already pointed out at the beginning, 769 this section, second 
among the three Siddhis comprising the Siddhitraya, also suffers 
from gaps like the other two Siddhis. The very opening verse of 
this Siddhi leaves room for the assumption that the beginning 
of this section might have been lost. 770 The conclusion of this 
section also is somewhat abrupt, and it is likely that the original 
text must have been still larger and complete. It has also been 
mentioned earlier 771 that the vulgate text of the Isvarasiddhi sets 


769. See p. 140 above. 

770. IS. p. 225, si. 1 : 

“tatra kasyacidekasya vase visvaiii pravartate 

iti sadhayitum purvam purvapaksam pracaksniahe”. 


771. See p. 140 above. 
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forth the arguments of the Mlmamsakas against the existence of 
a Supreme Creator-God for this universe, the refutation of it by 
the Naiyayika, a further criticism of the Naiyayika's view by the 
MImamsaka, and a subsequent refutation of the Mimamsaka's 
position by the Naiyayika. If the available text of the 
Isvarasiddhi is to be taken as complete in itself, it would mean 
that Yamuna adopted the Naiyayika's method of Inference 
(<anumana) for proving the existence of God. But this seems to 
be improbable because, for the Visi?tadvaitins, God can be 
established only through scriptural authority. Logic can only 
have a secondary place in proving things. It cannot independently 
lead to any conclusion, particularly so in proving the existence 
of the Supreme Person. Moreover, the inferences employed by the 
Naiyayika could establish a Supreme Being who is a mere nimitta 
or an efficient cause of the universe. For the Vis'istadvaitins, on 
the other hand, the Supreme Being is both the material and the 
instrumental cause of this world ( upadana and nimitta). 772 This 
can be proved only by resorting to the scriptures, but not to the 
means of knowledge called Inference {anumana). We have already 
seen in the Atmasiddhi 773 that Yamuna holds anumana as 
incapable of proving the existence of the individual self even, not 
to speak of the Supreme Being. In such a case, it is highly 
improbable that Yamuna would have written a separate section 
merely for putting forth the Naiyayika's inferences regarding the 
existence, supremacy, etc. of the Lord, in relation to the creation 
of the world. 

So it seems fairly certain that there must have originally 
existed a further portion • setting out the author's own view 
(siddhanta) on the matter as a Visi?tadvaitin, based not on pure 
logical arguments as in the case of Nyaya, but on scriptural 
statements. The term “purvapak$a” in occuring in the opening 

772. Vide Nyayasiddhanjana, III.( pp. 230-32), where it is 
pointed out that inferences could only prove God as an efficient cause 
of world-manifestation. Here, on p. 232 the Vedantin's act of refuting 
inference as a means of proving God's existence is defended and the 
Vedantic view that God is both the upadana and nimitta for the world 
is justified. 

773. Cf. p. 139, AS : “....anumanildmapi atmasiddhimasrad- 
dadhanah srautlmeva tam s'rotriyah sangirante”. 

774. Vide p. 225, si. lb : “iti sadhayitum purvam purvapaksam 
pracaksmahe”. 
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verse of the Is'varasiddhi supports the view that this section must 
have consisted of the Siddhanta-v iew also. Another evidence for 
this view is the fact that the Mimamsakas, after denying the 
possibility of applying pratyak$a (perception) as a means of 
establishing the Supreme Being, poses two alternatives to the 
Naiyayika, whether anumana or agama could establish the 
desired end. 776 The available text contains only the examination 
of anumana, but not that of agama. So, it is easy to surmise that 
the original text of the Isvarasiddhi also consisted of the 
Mimamsaka's critique of the scripture as a proof of the existence 
of God. The fact that the Sdstrayonitva section of the Sribhd$ya 776 
brings the entire vulgate text of the Isvarasiddhi under the 
purvapak$a and also that the existence, supremacy, etc. of God 
have been proved there on scriptural authority, in conformity 
with the Vedantic view after refuting the Naiyayika's arguments, 
lends strong support to the view that the available text of 
ISvarasiddhi is only a part, or rather an incomplete fragment of 
a larger original text. 

* * * 

The Mimamsaka happens to be the most uncompromising 
adversary of the concept of an Omniscient Supreme God, whether 
on the basis of logic or of verbal testimony. The view that such 
an Omniscient Being is necessary to account for the world-order 
is also contradicted by him as unsound. He is also against the 
popular view that the creation and dissolution of the universe 
are simultaneous operations. A strict believer in the efficacy of 
the ritual as he is, the Mimamsaka declares that human beings 
can themselves produce the things needed for their own 
enjoyment, through the performance of various rites ordained by 
the scriptures. 

To start with, the Mimamsaka points out that there are 
two difficulties in admitting a Supreme Person of omniscience and 
omnipotence. Firstly, none of the well-known means of knowledge 
(pramdpa ) is capable of proving His existence. Secondly, there are 
clear contradictions to such a conception. The means of 

775. Ibid. p. 233 : “napi pramapantaram—tat khalu anumanam, 
agamo va.” 

776. Vide Sribh&sya under Brahmasutra I. i. 3 : “sastrayonitvat”. 
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knowledge known as “pratyak?a” (perception; cannot prove His 
existence. Here, there are two alternatives : perception may be 
ordinary ( laukika) or yogic (pertaining to the yogins). The 
perception of ordinary human beings, which is specific in 
character, cannot cognise the entire range of objects obtaining 
in this world. Since the Supreme Being sought to be established 
is said to be capable of having a direct perception of all entities 
in the universe, the means of knowledge that purports to cognise 
Him should also be capable of embracing all entities, including 
those of the past and future, those that exist in distant regions 
and even those that are inscrutable and imperceptible. But the 
fact that the ordinary perception is bound by certain laws, spatial 
and temporal, wards off the instrumentality of perception 
towards the establishment of the Supreme Being. Perception can 
apprehend only objects of the present moment, those that are fit 
for cognition falling within its scope. Because of these limitations, 
ordinary perception can lay no claims to such an over-all character. 

Even the perception of yogins is no exception to the rules 
that govern ocular perception in general, says the Mimamsaka. 777 
As the very name ‘perception’ (pratyak$a ) would suggest, yogic 
perception also cognises only objects that exist in the present 
period of time ( vidyamdnaikagocara ), but not those of the past 
or future, even as the intuitive insight called “pratibha”™ found 
in some persons does not have all-round cognition. Even in the 

777. IS. p. 228. 

778. Ibid : 61. 3 : 

“pratyak?atve tadapyevarii vidyamanaikagocaram 
bhutadigocaram naiva pratyak§am pratibhadivat”. 

The illustration, pratibha, may be taken either as a negative one 
(vyatireka) or a positive one (a nvaya). Pratibha. is explicable as 
“pratiniyatam bhanam”, which means that it too has a specific well- 
defined scope. This pratibha or intuitive insight found in some persons, 
may not sometimes correspond to actual facts. Cf. in this connectien, 
Slokavartika under I. i. 4, 61s. 28 and 32 as also the commentary of 
Parthasarathimisra on them. 

“pratyak?atvena tasyapi vidyamanopalambhanam 
satsamprayogajatvam vapyasmatpratyaksavad bhavet” (61. 28) 
“laukiki pratibha yadvat pratyaksadyanapeksinl 
na nis'cayaya paryapta tatha syad yoginamapi” (61. 32) 
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case of yogic perception, there are two possibilities : it may be 
due to the sense-organs ( aindriyika ) or may not arise out of them 
at all ( anaindriyika ). Even if it is admitted that yogic perception 
arises out of the senses, two alternatives are pointed out : this 
perception may be due to the external senses or to the internal 
sense-organ, viz., mind. It cannot be said that the external senses 
can establish a Supreme Person because their limitations are too 
well known. The external senses can produce knowledge only 
regarding those entities that are fit to be cognised by them. The 
tongue, for instance, cannot give rise to cognitions regarding all 
entities past and future, or those that fall outside its scope. It 
can give rise to cognition of taste alone, and that too, of a thing 
that is capable of being tasted, belonging to the present time and 
so on. The external senses, therefore, cannot establish contact 
with things of the past and future. Contact ( sannikar$a ), in 
general, can take place between two existent entities but not 
between two things of which one is existent and the other non¬ 
existent, belonging either to the past or future. So, the senses 
require “contact” with their respective objects as a necessary 
condition, 779 if they are to produce cognition regarding those 
entities. Therefore, the possibility of external senses cognising 
entities of past and future is ruled out. Embodying the above 
observations in a syllogism 780 the Mimamsaka says that even as 
a seed ( bija ) cannot produce its sprout without soil, water and 
such other factors that serve as the auxiliary causes, so also, 
external senses cannot give rise to knowledge regarding objects 
of the past or future, without establishing contact ( sannikar$a ) 
with those objects. So it is clear that external senses cannot 
transgress the laws that govern their perceptions. 

Even the interned sense-organ, viz., mind cannot achieve 
the desired end because its scope is limited- to the cognition of 
pleasure, plain, etc. 781 It cannot be argued that the mind can 
directly cognise external objects, independent of the external 
sense-organs, for, there could then be no purpose served by sense- 


779. IS p. 229 : “ato ’peksito ’rthasannikarsah”. 

780. Ibid. 

781. Ibid : p. 230. 
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organs like the eye and the ear. For, in that case, there could 
be no person blind or deaf in this world, 782 because the mind could 
itself directly function as the eye as well as the ear. But this is 
opposed to our practical experience. Putting the above argument 
in a syllogism, the Mimamsaka states that even as the sense- 
organ, eye, which requires light for cognising a thing, cannot 
cognise a pot if the latter is in darkness, so also, the mind, which 
requires the mediacy of external senses, cannot cognise the 
external objects without the aid of the external senses. 783 

Even factors like the administration of powreful drugs 
offered by perfected souls ( siddhas ), the incantations of mantras, 
performance of penances and achievement of yogic concentration, 
cannot altogether change the natural functioning of the sense- 
organs. They may, to some extent, bring out or enhance the 
inherent capacities in the senses but they cannot produce 
anything that is not natural to those sense-organs. 784 The 
capacity of each sense-organ is well marked off. 786 Thus the ear, 
for instance, even after it is given many powerful drugs, cannot 
transgress its realm of hearing and produce cognitions of colour 
or taste. It is thus clear that knowledge arising our of the sense- 
organs is, on the whole, incapable of cognising entities of the past 
and future. 

Even the view that yogic perception does not arise from the 
senses, but from a very intensive stage of concentration 
(j bhavana-prakana ) 786 offers no satisfactory solution to the above 
problem, says the Mimamsaka. The perception that arises out of 
such a concentration may, however, be admitted to be very clear 
and distinct. But there are two difficulties here. If this knowledge 
does not contain anything new in addition to what has already 
been cognised in an earlier experience, it comes under the fold 
of recollection ( smrti). If, however, it sets forth something over 
and above the actual cognition of an earlier experience, then it 


782. Ibid, “atasca na kascidandho badhiro va bhavet”. 

783. Ibid. 

784. Ibid. 


785. Ibid. p. 231 : “...samarthyasya ca pratiniyamat”. 

786. Ibid. 
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comes under the category of illusion ( vibhrama). Since these are 
the only two possible alternatives that perception arising out of 
concentration can share, it can lay no claims to validity at all. 787 
This position cannot be improved by stating that this perception 
arising out of the concentration is identical with our ordinary 
perception, for again the defects pointed out regarding ordinary 
sensory perception raise their heads. If this pratyak?a born out 
of bhavana (concentration) is called perception itself, then it 
cannot verily transgress the laws that govern perception in 
general. If it transgresses them, then it cannot be called 
perception at all. The upshot of the above discussion is that 
perception cannot point to the existence of a Supreme Being. 788 

The Mimamsaka then points out that even inference 
(<anumana) cannot prove the existence of the Supreme Person. 789 
This inference is again of two types : the ‘vise$atodr$ta’ and the 
‘sdmanyatodr$ta’ —the former based on the concomitance ob¬ 
served in objects within the purview of the senses, and the latter 
on the concomitance of objects lying beyond the ken of sense- 
organs. 790 The vise$atodr$ta type of inference which requires the 
cognition of invariable concomitance between a particular 
probans and a particular probandum, both of which are objects 
of direct perception, cannot operate in the case of the Supreme 
Being who happens to be beyond the purview of all means of 
knowledge. Even as persons who have never seen fire cannot 
recollect smoke as an invariable concomitant of fire, so also, one 
who has never seen the Supreme Being cannot think in terms 
of proving Him through the vis'e$atodr$ta type of anumana. 791 The 
Mimamsaka then points out that even the sdmanyatodr$ta- 
anumana cannot prove His existence because there is no 


787. Ibid. p. 232 : “....smrtivibhramasrotasoranyataravartapari- 
vartinah kutah pramanyakulapratilambhah?” 

788. Ibid. : “,...na vis van ub havais Varyas'alini pratyak§am 
pramanam”. 

789. Cf. Ibid. p. 233. 

790. See f.n. 599 above, where we have discussed the vis'e$atodr?ta 
as a form of Anumana. 

791. Vide AP. p. 4 for parallel statements. 
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indicative mark that can help to infer Him. Since the 
samanyatodr$ta type can infer an entity in a general form, it 
cannot serve the purpose of establishing a praticular person as 
the Creator of the universe. This is what the Mimamsaka has in 
mind when he says that the samanyatodr$ta inference cannot 
prove the existence of the Supreme Person. 792 

At this stage the Naiyayika steps in to point out that the 
samanyatodr$ta type of inference can itself establish the 
existence of a Supreme Designer-Architect for this universe. In 
this connection he sets forth two inferences. The first one infers 
a single intelligent agent for this world and the second one posits 
to that agent the capacity for creating and directly perceiving all 
entities of world. The first inference is : “This universe, like our 
own healthy body, is under the control of a single intelligent 
principle, because it is constituted of insentient matter.” 793 Here 
the illustration of a healthy body ( aroga-svas'arira) is intended 
to eliminate cases of unhealthy bodies which are seen to depend 
upon more than one person for their sustenance. Having thus 
inferred a single intelligent agent for the world, the Naiyayika, 
in the second syllogism, proceeds to prove that this intelligent 
being also happens to be the abode of all supra-human perfections 
like Omniscience and Omnipotence. He says that it is possible 
to infer that intelligent being as possessing the power not only 
to create but to perceive directly all the entitites in this world, 
on the ground that these entities are all effects ( kdrya ). 794 

Explaining his position the Naiyayika says that all the 
effects obtaining in the world, as for instance, a pot, pitcher or 

792. Vide IS. p. 234 : “na ca sarvarthanirmaijasakgatkarapatiyasi 
lingam samanyatodr$(amapi kincana labhyate”. 

793. Ibid. p. 234 : si. 4: 

“nanvekacetanadhlnam vivadadhyasitam jagat 
acetanenarabdhatvatarogasvas'ariravat”. , 

794. Ibid. p. 235 : s'l. 5 : 

“tatha sarvarthanirmanasaksatkaranakaus alaiii 
karyatvadeva jagatah tatkarturanumlyatam”. 

The inference that is intended by such a statement is : “An effect 
should have an agent, because, like a pot, etc., it is also an effect”. 
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palace, are known to have been made by intelligent beings who 
knew their material and instrumental causes, and also knew for 
whom and for what purposes those entities were intended 
(,sampradana and prayojana ). 79B Hills, oceans, and such other 
entities which we find in this universe, can also be inferred to 
have an intelligent being at the helm of their production, because 
those entitites are also effects ( karya ) like a pot, etc. The reason 
in this statement, viz., karyatva (that hills, etc., are effects), 
cannot be said to be vitiated by the defect called asiddhi (non¬ 
establishment), because it can be shown that even hills etc. are 
products on the ground that they have parts (sdvayava) like other 
well-known effects. 

The Naiyayika urges that all entities in this universe, 
starting from the final product (antyavayavin) and going up to 
the diad ( dvyanuka ), are formed by a peculiar combination of 
parts. Between the ultimate avayavin and the diads or binaries, 
the constituent parts of all entities go on gradually decreasing 
in number. Thus, we ultimately arrive at four different types of 
subtle atoms (paramdpu) of the four Elements, viz., Earth, Water, 
Fire and Air, which form the material causes of this universe. 
The initial vibration ( adiparispanda ) of those atoms which is 
responsible for the creation of matter, takes place through the 
conjunction of particular individual souls with their own adr?fa s 
(unseen potencies). This conjunction (samyoga) serves as anon- 
inherent cause ( asamavayi-karapa ) for the initial movement in 
the atoms. 797 

Therefore, for the world-creation, adr?tas in the form of 
dharma and adharma associated with the individual beings serve 


795. p. 235 : “sarvam hi karyamupadanopakaranasampra- 

adanaprayojanasamvedicetanaracitamavagatamghatamanikagrhadi. 

796. Ibid. p. 236 : “iha cantyavayavibhyah prabhfti 

advyaijukamakhilamavayavi kramanihiyamana-nanavayavavya- 
ti?arigavise$ajanitamavagatamityantata upadanam caturvidhah 
paramanavah prapancasya.” 

797. Ibid. pp. 236-37 : “tesjamadiparispandas'ca 

tadanugunadrstavis istatattatksetrajnasamyogasamavayikaranakah... ” 
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as the auxiliary causes. 798 The purpose {prayojana) to be served 
by such a creation is, indeed manifold, involving the production 
of an infinite variety of entities for the enjoyment of the 
individual selves. The sampradana or the beneficiaries of such 
a creation are theyibas themselves. Since these individual selves 
are incapable of cognising dharma and adharma that inhere in 
their own selves, there arises no question of their cognising those 
of other persons. Therefore there could be po doubt that the 
samanyatodr$ta inference could establish a single Designer- 
Arthitect for this wonderful cosmos, who is distinct from all the 
individual selves. 799 

The fact that this Creator is an abode of unsurpassed 
Omniscience, Omnipotence and Lordhip can be deduced through 
the principle of adhikarapa-siddhanta, says the Naiyayika. 800 
Adhikarapa-siddhanta or the ‘conclusion resting on implication’ 
can be explained as the principle by which, when a certain thing 
is known or accepted, certain other things automatically follow 
by reason of their dependence upon the former. 801 Since the fact 
of the Earth, etc. having a Creator cannot be proved unless the 
Creator is also accepted as a direct perceiver of all entitites 
including the atoms (which form the material cause of the 
universe), the admission of such a power of all-round perception 
in that Creator follows by the principle of adhikarapa-siddhanta. 
Therefore it is clear that the Creator of this universe is capable 
of directly perceiving all entities in this world. 


798. Ibid : p. 237. 

799. Ibid - : “....tadatirekl nikhilabhuvananirmananipupo 
’dhikarai)asiddhantasamadhigataniratisayasahajasakalavi$ayasamvid- 
ais varyasaktyatisayah puru?adhaureyakah kimiti na samanyato- 
drstalingadanumiyate?” 

800. Ibid. Cf. AP. p. 17. 

801. Cf. Nyayasutra under I. i. 30 : “yatsiddhau 

anvayaprakaranasiddhih, so ’dhikarapasiddhantah”. Cf. Vatsyayana's 
commentary on it: “yasya arthasya siddhau anye arthah anusajyante, 
na tair vina so ’rthah siddhyati, te ‘rthah yadadhi?thanah, so 
‘dhikaranasiddhantah”. 

This, in modern logic, gets the name “paksadharmata”. 
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Pointing out defects in such an inference, the Mimamsaka 
says that the characteristic of ‘being under the control of a single 
intelligent principle’ ( ekacetanadhinatva ), posited in regard to 
the earth, body etc., does not stand scrutiny at all. “In what 
aspect are the earth, etc. dependent upon a single intelligent 
being?” asks the Mimamsaka. 802 Three possible alternatives are 
pointed out here. The earth, the body, etc. can be said to be 
controlled by a single intelligent principle in respect of their (a) 
production (janma ), or (b) maintenance ( sthiti ), or (c) movements 
(pravftti). m The body, cited as an illustration by the Naiyayika 
above, cannot be said to depend upon a single intelligent person, 
either for its own production or existence. 804 

Each and every beihg that shares in the pleasures as well 
as the pains attendant upon a body, along with the particular 
being owning the body, is to be viewed as responsible for the 
production and maintenance of that particular body. This has to 
be admitted, because those that share in the joys and sorrows 
of a given self, do possess unseen potencies (adr?ta) within 
themselves which are necessary to bring out the experience of 
pleasure and pain through that particular body. 805 Moreover, the 
physical body, which is well-known to be an aggregate, does not 
require any active principle for its sustenance, over and above 
the particular combination of its constituent parts. If this 
sustenance is explained as breathing (prapana) which requires 
an intelligent principle, definitely this does not apply to the 
earth, etc., given as the minor term (pak$a) in the syllogism. 
Therefore, it is easy to conclude that no definition can be offered 
for sthiti, which applies both to pak$a and sapak$a, viz., the 
earth, etc. and the physical body respectively. Even if the third 
alternative pointed out earlier, viz., that the world depends upon 
a single being for its activities ipravrtti), is resorted to, this 


802. IS. p. 238. 

803. Ibid, “kimasya tasminnayattam kinnu janmathava sthitih 

pravpttirva “dyayostavat sadhyahinam nidarsanam 

804. Ibid. : “na khalu sariramekacetanadhinotpattisthiti”. 

805. Ibid. p. 238 f : “bhavati hi taducitadrstasalinam sarvesameva 
tesarii taddehina iva tadutpattisthitinimittatvam”. 
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cannot be maintained, says the MImamsaka. The definition of 
pravptti, he points out, cannot be applied to entities such as huge 
rocks, trees, and cars, which can be hauled only by many strong 
persons. 800 So the defect called vyabhicara is clear in this 
definition. Since the fact of the world possessing an intelligent 
creator follows from the very fact of its being constituted of 
matter, the contention that the creator should also be cognisant 
of the material and such other causes, etc. is redundant, observes 
the MImamsaka. 807 

If, to avoid the above defect, it is held that the universe 
is subservient to sentient beings, without specifying any single 
sentient being, there would arise another defect. The MImamsaka 
maintains that the human beings, through the performance of 
sacrificial rites, can themselves produce different objects for their 
own enjoyment. So, the above statement that the universe is 
subservient to sentient beings (jivas) lands the Naiyayika in the 
fallacy of siddha-sadhana , 808 “proving the proved”. The 
Mimamsaka further points out that there is economy of thought 
in maintaining that the individual selves, admitted both by the 
Naiyayika and the Mimamsaka, are themselves the creators of 
the different entities found in this world. It is not necessary that 
the jivas, in order to become the creators of certain entities, 
should also have a direct knowledge of the material and such 
other causes of those entities. As a matter of fact, these beings 
have the qualification required of a creator : they are able to 
perceive the earth etc., which form the material causes and the 
sacrifices, etc. which form the instrumented causes. 809 

806. Ibid. p. 239 : “ekacetanadhinapravrttitve tu 

prabalabahujanasarabhasaprayatnapracalyairupalatarurathadibhir 

vyabhicarah”. 

807. Ibid : “arabdhatvadeva caitatsadhyasiddhavadhikamidam 
upadanavisesavacanam”. 

808. Ibid. p. 240 : 

“cetanadhi natamatrasadhane siddhasadhyata 
cetanairbhoktrbhirbhogyah karmabhir janyate hi nab”. 

809. Ibid : 

“upadanam prthivyadi yagadanadi sadhanam 
saksatkarturii ksamante yat sarva eva ca cetanah”. 
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Refuting the popular view that the creation and dissolution 
of the world are simultaneous operations, the Mlmaihsaka 
maintains that the earth, etc., at no point of time, came into 
existence all of a sudden. Similarly, they are not going to dissolve 
at a particular point of time instantaneously. Creation and 
dissolution should, therefore, be interpreted as a gradual but not 
simultaneous accumulation and reduction of mass respectively. 
Since creation and dissolution cannot thus be simultaneous, 
there arises no question of the perception of the final atoms of 
the earth, etc., as a qualifying condition required of a creator . 810 

It is no doubt true the jivas cannot perceive the so-called 
adr?ta or apurva that is in the form of potency arising out of 
an act. But all this is not necessary. It is enough if the jivas 
perceive the things possessing that potency, e.g., the wheel, rod 
and the like which are instrumental in the production of a pot . 811 
As a mattter of fact, a potter who does not at all have a direct 
perception of the productive capacity of the clay, wheel, etc., is 
able to produce a pot. Likewise, the individual souls (jivas) can 
themselves become the creators of the earth and such other 
entities, without necessarily perceiving the material and such 
other causes of those entities. These jivas, through a study of 
the Vedic texts, understand that the performance of a particular 
rite leads to a particular result; they, accordingly, perform those 
rites and produce an infinite variety of objects for their own 
enjoyment . 812 

Having thus pointed out that the inference that the earth 
etc. have a creator is vitiated by the defect called siddhasadhana, 
the Mimamsaka further observes that the reason karyatva 
employed by the Naiyayika suffers from the fallacy of 
svarupasiddhi also . 813 

810. IS p. 241. : “adyavadeva visvarhbharadayah kramapraptagan- 
tukopacayapacayaikade^asalino na yugapadeva niravas'e§avilaya- 
jananabhaginah...” 

811. Ibid : “karmanah saktirupam yad apurvadipadaspadam 

mabhut pratyak§ata tasya saktimaddhyaksagocarah 

Cf. AP. p. 15. 

812. Vide IS : p. 242. 

813. Ibid : p. 242, ff. 
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Explaining, the Mimamsaka says that an agent can 
produce only such things as lie within the limits of his capacity, 
and use the material and other causes which are also capable of 
being known by him . 81,4 But the earth etc. cannot be said-to be 
the work of any agent. It is also not possible to say how any being 
could have a direct knowledge of the material, auxiliary and such 
other causes of those entities. Moreover, products like the pot and 
pitcher are very well-known to be prepared by persons that know 
their material and such other causes . 816 So, the reason karyatva 
(being a product) can only infer an agent who knows the material 
and such other causes of the given entities, but not an altogether 
different person possessed of Omniscience and such supra- human 
characteristics. 

If this reason karyatva is analysed further, it would only 
point to an agent having characteristics diametrically opposed to 
those purported to be established by the Naiyayika. Entities like 
the pot etc., we know, are made by persons of limited knowledge 
and capacity, devoid of lordship and such other perfections. 
Therefore, karyatva would only establish an agent with these 
characteristics even for effects like the earth and the hills, but 
not an omniscient and omnipotent Being, as desired. The fallacy 
is, therefore, viruddhatva . 816 

But this refutation of the inference based on karyatva as 
the reason should not be understood as a total refutation of the 
status of anumana as a means of knowledge, says the 
Mimamsaka. When a given entity possessing an indicative mark 
(jihgin) happens to be cognised by any pramdna other than that 
on which it is based at the moment, then this other pramdpa 
would itself ward off all the contradictory factors that are 

814. Ibid. p. 242, f : “api ca tadeva cetanakartrkam jagati 
paridrsyate, yadeva sakyakriyarii s'akyajnanopadanadi ca”. 

815. Ibid. p. 243. 

816. Ibid. p. 243, f ; “api canisvarena pa ri mitasaktijnanena 
vigrahavata anavaptakamena krtamavagatairi ghatadikaryamiti 
tathavidham boddharamupasthapayan heturabhimatapuru?asarvajnya- 
sarvais'varyadiviparyayasadhanat viruddhah syat”. 
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assumed on the strength of that indicative mark (linga).™ To 
explain, since the invariable concomitance of smoke with fire is 
arrived at by repeated observation of their co-presence in the 
kitchen and such other places, the same smoke, when it is noticed 
by a man as coming from a hill-top, might lead him to suppose 
that the fire on the hill-top too should have been lit by a person 
as in a kitchen, that it is being fanned, that it is utilised for 
cooking and so on. But all these contingent suppositions can be 
set at rest by the pratyak?a itself, through which the fire is 
observed by the man. That is to say, when the man goes up the 
hill, he, through direct observation, would be convinced that all 
the features he had earlier assumed with reference to the hill- 
fire, on the strength of the indicative mark, viz., smoke, actually 
do not exist at all. But, when it is desired to establish a Supreme 
Designer-Architect for this universe who is beyond the ken of all 
possible means of knowledge through inference based on the 
reason, karyatva, it is an altogether different matter. The 
knowledge of vyapti (invariable concomitance) which is the very 
life of anumana, should not stop at pointing to an intelligent 
agent in a general fashion. All the particular features associated 
with that agent, like his possession of a physical body, limited 
knowledge and capacities, etc. that are understood through 
invariable concomitance, should also be taken into account, 
without a single exception, says the Mimamsaka . 818 

Continuing, the Mimamsaka points out that the 
Naiyayika's inference also suffers from another fallacy called 
‘satpratipak?a”, that is, that there is another equally strong, 
inference which disproves the agency of a Supreme Lord, with 
regard to world-creation. He says that all the activities of 
intelligent beings necessarily proceed from one or other of two 
motives : that of personal gain (svartha) or that of affection for 

817. Ibid, p.244: “pramanantaragocare hi lingini lingabaladapatato 
viparitavise.san tatpramanameva pratiruiiaddhi”. Cf. AP. p. 17. 

818. IS. p. 244 : “iha punaratipatitasakalamanantaraka.rmabhave 
sarvanirmaiianipune sisadhayisite yavanto ’nvayavyatirekavadharitavi- 
nabhavabhajo dharmastanapyavisesepopasthapayati”. 
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others . 819 Since these two motives cannot be proved to characterise 
the Lord, it is easy to conclude that He could not have created 
this universe. Examining the possibility of tracing other motives 
in the activities of the Lord, the Mimamsaka points out that the 
Lord could not have created the world for some personal gain 
(svartha), since He is said to have fully realised all His desires 
(avaptasamastakama). 

Even the second motive, viz., love for others, cannot be 
attributed to His activities, because conditions favourable to 
rouse love in Him were absent prior to the creation of the world. 
Since the universe prior to the creation was in a state of 
dissolution, all the living beings were in a state of undifferen¬ 
tiated chaotic mass, with all their bodies, senses, etc., dis¬ 
solved . 820 Since the beings in such a stage cannot be said to have 
any misery as such, the possibility of the Lord's becoming 
merciful on seeing their plight also gets ruled out. Since the two 
motives of svartha and karutpya are thus shown to be absent in 
the Lord, it has to be admitted that He could not have created 
the universe at all. The syllogism implied by the Mimamsaka in 
reply to that of the Naiyayika is this : “The world is not created 
by any intelligent being because the two motives of personal gain 
and mercy for others are wanting in that being”. Moreover, if 
the Lord is said to have created they'iuos out of pure mercy for 
them, then He should have created them all happy. But most of 
these beings are not happy and this leads to the conclusion that 
the Lord did not create this world out of mercy. If the individuals' 
past karmans (acts) are held responsible for their own misery, 
then the Lord's independence gets impaired, for He would then 
become a mere instrument in the hinds of karman , 821 

The Naiyayika's argument that the maker of an object 
should know directly the material and such other causes of that 
object is vitiated by the defect anaikanta, says the Mimamsaka. 
He, on the analogy of knowledge (jhana ), points out that one need 

819. Ibid : 

“svarthakarunyabhavena vyaptah preksavatah kriyah 
I^varasyobhayabhavat jagatsargo na yujyate”. 

820. Ibid p. 245. 

821. Ibid. p. 245 : si. 12. 
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not be a perceiver of the upadana, etc., of the entities to become 
their creator. A man can become the agent in a cognitive 
experience, without even perceiving the upadana and upakararia 
of knowledge, viz., his own self and mind, respectively . 822 It is 
thus clear that the creatorship of a person regarding a given 
entity does not depend upon his perception of the upadana and 
such other causes of that entity. 

Because of all the above defects, the reason ‘ kdryatva’ 
employed by the Naiyayika earlier, fails to prove that the 
universe is created by a person possessed of Omniscience and 
such other suprahuman characteristics . 823 In conclusion, the 
MImamsaka gives five syllogisms embodying the results of the 
above discussion : 824 

(a) Earth, hills and the like are not effects ( karya ) because, 
like the element ether igagana), they are altogether different from 
other well-known effects . 826 

(b) Infinitesimal atoms (paramdrpu ) are not perceptible 
because, unlike other perceivable entities such as a pot, they are 
extremely subtle. 

(c) The time ( kala ) of cosmic dissolution was not devoid 
of sentient beings because, like the present period, that period 
was also of the form of Time (kala) attended by sentient beings. 

(d) Phenomena like the physical body and the universe 
cannot have a Supreme Lord as their creator because they, like 
a pot, etc., are effects. 


822. Ibid : p. 246. Cf. AP. p. 15. 

823. IS : p. 246, sT. 13. 

824. Ibid : p. 247. 

825. This can be restated as follows : “The earth, etc., are not 
products because, as opposed to the instances of pot, etc., their material 
and such other causes cannot be perceived”. 
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(e) God could not have created the entities obtaining in this 
world because, like a released soul (muktatman). He does not 
have any motive or physical body. 

In reply to these objections, the Naiyayika says 826 that 
entities like the earth and the hills should necessarily be 
admittted as products (karya) because, like the well-known 
products such as a pot, they too consist of parts (savayava). Other 
grounds on which the earth, etc., could be shown as effects are: 
(i) they, while possessing great magnitude, have vibration 
(mahaitve sati kriydvatvam) (ii) and visible forms (mahattve sati 
murtatvam), (iii) while being apprehended by external sense- 
perception, they still possess the larger and the lesser generality 
(bahyapratyak$atve sati samanyavis'e$avatvdt). 

The Naiyayika states that no satisfactory explanation can 
be offered by the MImamsaka as to why the earth, hills, etc., 
which possess parts, could not be effects, while the pot, etc., are 
accepted to be so. Since there is no decisive characteristic to 
distinguish only certain configurations as effects, but not others, 
it has to be admitted that the earth and the like are also effects . 827 

It had earlier been pointed out by the MImamsaka that an 
agent can produce only such things as lie within the limits of 
his capacity and that their material and other causes are also 
capable of being known by him . 828 In reply to this, the logician 
says that the capacity to do and the power to know pertaining 
to an agent, can after all be inferred only from the activity and 
knowledge exhibited by the agent through his products . 829 The 
reason ‘karyatva\ mentioned in the case of the earth and the like, 
is itself capable of asserting that their agent is one that is capable 
of producing them and also knowing the necessary causal 
factors.Thus, we find no difference at all between well-known 
products like the prakaras and gopuras on one hand, and the 

826. IS. p. 247, ff. 

827. Ibid : p. 249. 

828. See p. 231 above. 

829. IS. p. 249 : “kintu te kriyajnanasakti kriyajnanabhyameva 
samadhigamamye ”. 
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physical body, earth, etc., on the other . 830 Since there is no hard 
and fast rule that the activity put forth by an agent should only 
produce an entity that is of a particular magnitude, the objection 
raised against the earth etc., being products, stands refuted. 
Having thus established that the earth and the like are effects 
C karya ), the Naiyayika says that when this much is established, 
it follows naturally that their Creator is a person of unlimited 
power and knowledge . 831 

As regards the fallacy of siddhasadhana pointed out by the 
MImamsaka, viz., that the jivas could themselves become the 
architects of the universe, the logician says that such an 
assumption is unfounded. Even as the individual self is admitted 
as controlling his own body and senses, so also the Supreme 
Being is to be accepted as controlling the entire cosmos. The 
adhi$thana or superintendence of God with regard to the 
universe is of the form of the proximity ( sannikar$a ) of His own 
self possessed of a Will ( sankalpa ) necessary to bring about 
activity. With regard to atoms this proximity of the Lord takes 
the form of samyoga or conjunction with them. With regard to 
adrsfa, this sannikar$a of the Lord would become samyukta- 
samavdya or inherence in an entity that is already having a 
conjunction . 832 Activity or pravftti in the atoms is to be 
understood as their motion from one place to another 
( parispanda ). But the merit and demerit of the selves (dharma 
and adharma ), being gurias, cannot have the above type of 
activity (pravrtti ). 833 Their activity is to be understood in terms 
of their coming into contact with a particular place and time 
under other causal conditions necessary to produce pleasure, 
plain, etc. Mere dharma and adharma cannot, of their own 

830. Ibid : “...na visesah prasiddhaprakaragopuradikarye- 
bhyastanubhuvanadeh” • 

831. Ibid p. 249 : “siddhe ca karyatve tadupadanadisaksatkarana- 
tadadhisthana-tatprerananipunah puru§avis'e?ah siddhyatyeva”. 

832. Ibid. p. 250 : “sa ca dravyaissariiyogalaksanah, tadguijaistu 
samyuktasamavayarupah”. 

833. Ibid : “pravj'ttisca paramaijunaih parispandalaksana 
dharmadharmayostu phalodayanukulatadrSadesakaladisahakarisa- 
hitata”. 
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accord, produce any fruit, unless they are controlled by an 
intelligent being, even as a chisel cannot produce wooden articles 
so long as it is not operated by a carpenter . 834 

Phenomena like the production of a sprout from a seed that 
has fallen in a field and grown of its own accord, which cannot 
apparently be traced to the activity of any intelligent agent, 
should not lead anybody to conclude that the inference of an 
intelligent agent made earlier is vitiated by the fallacy of 
vyabhicdra, says the Naiyayika. All instances of products which 
appear to have no intelligent beings responsible for their 
production, should be included in the minor term (pak$a ) itself, 
says the Naiyayika. Pleasure and pain, which appear* to have no 
intelligent controller, are still found to produce certain effects 
like laughter and tears, which may again be taken as an instance 
of the fallacy of vyabhicdra . 88S But the above principle of 
‘inclusion in the minor term’ averts the above defect in their case 
too, says the logician. . 

The MImamsaka had earlier contended 836 that the jivas, 
who are accepted as existing both by himself as well as the 
Naiyayika, should be admitted as the creators of all the entities 
obtaining in the world. But this is a baseless contention, says the 
Naiyayika. There is no justification whatsoever, in ascribing to 
the individual selves the power of controlling the atoms, guiding 
the adrsta etc., for we know for certain that they do not have 
the power of cognising entities that are inscrutable and distant 
from the range of their knowledge. Assumptions, if they are made, 
should only be in conformity with, but not opposed to our 
practical experience . 837 But in the case of the Supreme Lord, there 
is no conclusive proof to the effect that He is devoid of such 
powers and perfections. His power to produce this wonderful 

834. Ibid. p. 251: “na hi cetanena vardhakina ’nadhisthita vasl. 

yupadlnyapadayitumalam”. Cf. AP. p. 13. 

835. IS. p. 251. “bijarikuradayastu pakgantarbhuta iti tair 
vyabhicaravacanam anabhijnatayava srotriyanam”. See also ibid, p.252. 

836. See p. 229 above. 

837. IS. p. 253 : “drstanusarim hi sarvatra kalpana; na 
drstavirodhim”. 



























ISVARASIDDHI : DETAILED EXAMINATION 


238 


cosmos is asserted through the means of knowledge called 
Inference, and as such, there could be no defect called 
siddhasadhana here. When once the Lord is thus established 
through anumana, it goes without saying that He happens to be 
the abode of Omniscience, Omnipotence and such other perfec¬ 
tions that are natural and unsurpassed in character. This has 
to be admitted because all products invariably point to the 
existence of their agents who possess the required competency to 
produce them . 838 

The reason karyatva was earlier Shown by the Mimamsaka 
to be vitiated by the fallacy of viruddhatva, on the ground that 
it establishes an agent with characteristics like limited knowledge 
and power, lack of lordship, etc., that are diametrically opposed 
to those purported to be established . 839 But this objection is 
brushed aside by the logician as highly preposterous. He says 
that all the characteristics like limited knowledge and power that 
are suggested on the strength of the reason karyatva pertaining 
to the maker of the earth and such other entities, serve no 
purpose at all ( aprayojaka ) in bringing about the desired end. A 
given entity like pot, for instance, merely requires for its 
production a potter who is capable of producing it. But it is not 
necessary that this potter should also be devoid of the capacity 
to produce and the power to know all other entities. Indeed, for 
the production of a particular entity, lack of knowledge regarding 
entities other than the one in question cannot be made a 
necessary condition or criterion . 840 Even granting that absence 
of knowledge regarding other things is a necessary pre-condition 
qualifying the producer' of a given entity, there are two 
alternatives suggested by the phrase, “absence of knowledge”. It 
can mean: (a) absence of knowledge regarding the whole range 
of objects obtaining in the world, other than the one in question 

838. Ibid : “yathoditapramapabalena siddhyan saihsiddhika- 
sarvarthadars'anatatpreraiias'aktisaihpanna eva siddhyati; karyatvasya 
samarthakartrpurvakatvena pratibandhat”. 

839. See p. 231 above. 

840. IS. p. 263, f : “yattu parimitasaktijfianaisvaryadyapadanat 
dharmavis'e§aviparltasadhanatvamudbhavitam , tadatisthaviyah; 
aprayojakatvattegam” 
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; or (b) absence of knowledge regarding only a few, but not all 
objects other than the particular object under consideration . 841 
Among these alternatives, the first one is untenable because we 
nowhere meet with such a phenomenon. None can say that the 
potter knows the pot and the pot alone, but not other things. 
Even the second alternative, viz., that the agent of a particular 
entity lacks knowledge regarding a few other entities, cannot be 
maintained because it is difficult to specify which these few 
objects are, and also because this ‘absence of knowledge’ 
regarding the few entities, goes on changing from man to man. 
Thus, for instance, a man might know only certain things but 
not other things, while another man might know things which 
the former does not know, and might not know what the former 
knows. The view that the agent of a particular thing should 
necessarily be devoid of knowledge regarding some object or other 
is also equally defective, because we cannot arrive at any 
regulation ( vyavastha ) about it. 

The Mimamsaka had earlier urged that the creator of the 
universe should also be an embodied being . 842 But this cannot be 
taken as a hard and fast rule since it cajinot be applied to the 
particular instance of an atman entering a particular body, says 
the Naiyayika. If possession of body is made a necessary 
condition for all activities, then, even for taking up a body the 
self should be admitted as requiring another body. Though the 
phenomenon of a single atman possessing more than one body 
at one and the same time is met with in the case of a yogin, such 
a thing is quite unheard of and absurd in the case of an ordinary 
man. It may, however, be urged that even ordinary persons, after 
death, continue to possess subtle bodies ( suk?ma-sarira ) and 
then take up new physical bodies for rebirth. This is a wrong 
supposition, says the Naiyayika. Referring the Mimamsaka to an 


841. Ibid, p.255: “api ca kimtaditarasamastavastuvisayamajnanadi 
vyapalcam; uta katipayagocaramiti vivecanlyam”. 


842. See p. 232 above. 
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earlier portion of the Atmasiddhi , U3 he says that it has been 
pointed out that a person, after casting off his body, enters into 
a fresh one, with the help of the vital airs {prana) alone, but not 
with the help of the subtle body. These vital airs are set in motion 
by the jiva's karman, which enable him to reach another body. 

Having thus established that an dtman can take up a body 
without necessarily possessing another body, gross or subtle, the 
Naiyayika proceeds to explain that even for controlling the 
physical body, the self does not stand in need of another s'arim. 
Thus, when a self enters a body, the body becomes the object, but 
not the agent, in the act of controlling, since it would be 
contradictory for one and the same entity to become simulta¬ 
neously the subject as well as the object regarding a single 
activity . 844 The point may further be stretched that, inasmuch as 
the self can become a controller only when it comes into contact 
with body, but not otherwise, the body, like the self, should also 
be accepted as an agent in the act of controlling. 

Against such a view, the Naiyayika says that a self cannot 
be called controller in the real sense, unless it is associated \yith 
the entity to be controlled, viz., the body in this particular case . 848 
Therefore, it is proper to accept that a controlling agent, in 
general, should have some connection or other with the thing to 
be controlled, but not that he should necessarily be connected 


843. IS. p. 256 • : “purvadehapariyagena 

dehantaraprapakakarmapreritapranasahaya eva dchantaram 
pravisatltyupapaditamdtaacm£dvam”. This is a refutation of the view 
of the Prabhakaravijaya, op. cit : “na hi yugapaccharlradvaya- 
parigrahassambhavati; naivaih—tatrapi suks masariraparityage sarvatra 
saririna eva kartptvam”. 

* 

844. Ibid. p. 257 : “....yugapadekakriyayamekasya 

karmakartrtvavirodhat”. 

845. Ibid : “.astvekatastu asambaddhasyadhisthananupapatteh 

preryavastusambandhina prerakena bhavitavyamiti”. 
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with a body . 846 This point is illustrated on the analogy of a 
measuring rod and such other implements, which are found to 
be utilised only by those persons that have contact with them. 

So, the real crux of the problem is that an intelligent being 
can be said to control another entity, when it has some contact 
with the latter. It is not necessary to bring in association with 
a physical body ( dehasambcindha ) as a further requisite in this 
connection. The Naiyayika says that he had already made it clear 
that the Supreme Lord has contact with the infinitesimal atoms 
and adr$ta that form the material and the instrumental causes 
for cosmic creation. 

It may be contended further that a person is able to give 
rise to activity in external objects like a wheel or a rod, only 
through the mediacy of his own physical body, but not 
independently of it, and that the Supreme Being also, likewise, 
should be accepted as possessing a body for controlling the atoms, 
adr§ta etc . 847 Rejecting this view, the Naiyayika says that it 
cannot be universally true because we know that by a mere 
exercise of will-power, through incantations and such other 
means, poison can either be removed from or introduced into the 
bodies of others . 848 It cannot be argued that the Lord cannot have 
any will ( sahkalpa ) necessary to bring about activity in other 
beings, unless He Himself possesses a body, because the physical 
body does not form either the agent or the instrument in the act 
of willing. It is ony the manas that forms the means of sahkalpa 
for the Lord. The Naiyayika says that no doubts should be raised 
against the Lord’s possessing manas , 849 There is also no 

846. Ibid. “tenadhi§thanakriyapeksitadhi§theyapadartha- 
sambandhamatratirekena dehasambandho namaparo nadartavyah”. 

847. Ibid. p. 257, f. : “atha svadehavyatirilcte vastuni 
pravrttvise?akaratvam dehadvarenaiva; drs^iih hi dandacakradisu 
karasamyogadina kulaladeh pravartayitrtvamityucyeta”. 

848. Ibid. p. 258. “abhidhyanamatrenaiva paras ariragata- 
garanirasanavisaranadar s'anat ”. 

849. Ibid. p. 259 : “kimastisvarasya manah? badham”. 
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justification in the speculation that the admission of manas in 
the case of the Lord would imply the acceptance of a physical 
body, etc. for Him. Such a possibility is ruled out by the fact that 
an effect ( kdrya) invariably presupposes such an agent who is 
competent enough to bring about that particular effect. The point 
here is that if God is said to depend upon a physical body, it 
implies that He could not have produced all the entitites 
obtaining in this world such as the earth, oceans and hills. The 
very nature of these products makes us infer that the person that 
produced them is One that does not possess a physical body, 
because association with a body is always indicative of the agent's 
limited capacities. 860 

As a matter of fact, mind is eternal and even when the body 
perishes, it can still have contact with the self with which it was 
previously associated. 861 It may again be argued that all the 
products are seen to be produced generally only by persons 
having physical bodies and that the same fact could be inferred 
in the case of the Lord also. But the Naiyayika says that only 
that much which is relevant for assessing inductive relation in 
conformity with what is perceived, could be admitted, but not all 
factors that are met with in experience. 862 Since we cannot even 
imagine the wonderful creation of this vast universe consisting 
of the five Elements, their products and so on, it will be totally 
wrong and unjustified to attribute its creation to the embodied 
individual self, who is bound by merit and demerit, and who is 
also of limited knowledge and capacities. All this goes to show 
beyond any shadow of doubt that there exists Supreme Lord of 
unlimited knowledge, power and such other superhuman perfec¬ 
tions, who, without standing in need of any physical body, can, 
by His mere and unfailing will, create the entire universe. 


860. Ibid. “. ..karyatvak§iptasamarthakartrmattvat 

dradhimnaivapastatvat”. 

861. Ibid. : “manaso nityendriyataya dehapagame'pi 
sambandhabhyupagamad anaikantikasca”. 

862. Ibid. : “yavaddhi drsfanuguQam vyaptyupayogi, 
tavadanuj nay ate ”. 
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It may be recalled that the inference of a Supreme Creator 
for this universe with kdryatva as the reason was supported by 
the illustration of a pot, etc. 863 Now that the Naiyayika has 
inferred a Supreme Designer-Architect for this world who is an 
abode of omniscience, omnipotence and such other perfections, 
the opponent might object to it on the ground theat the vyapti 
(invariable concomitance) between kdryatva and the creatorship 
of such a Supreme Person, cannot at all be observed in the case 
of a pot, cited as an illustration in this inference referred to 
above. Rejecting this as an unsound objection, the logician 
explains that although invariable concomitance ( vyapti ) is 
noticed in a particular form between smoke and fire in a kitchen, 
we are able to infer fire from the smoke found elsewhere, in a 
form and magnitude that are in conformity with the different 
minor terms, though such a form and magnitude of fire were not 
previously met with in a kitchen at the time of noticing the 
vyapti . 854 That is why it is admitted that smoke actually 
establishes its relation with the fire which is necessary to produce 
smoke, viz., fire which is in contact with wet fuel ( ardrendhana). 
In this process, all the particular features with which fire was 
found associated at the time of understanding the invariable 
association like the time, place and quantity of fuel are all set 
aside ; and this is ajnecessary condition for all inferences of this 
type, viz., the samanyatodr^fa. 

Likewise, the invariable relation between kdryatva and the 
‘creatorship of a competent person’ ( [samarthakartrtva ), under¬ 
stood from pot and such other instances, when applied to the 
particular cases of earth and the like, would necessarily point to 
the creatorsip of a Person competent enough to produce them 
even though such a Person might be quite distinct in all respects 

853. Ibid. pp. 235-36 : 

“tatha sarvarthanirmapa-saksatkaranakaus alam 
karyatvadeva jagatastatkarturanumiyatam”. 

“sarvam hi karyamupadanopakarapasaiiipradanaprayojana- 
samvedicetanaracitamavagatam ghatamanikagrhadi”. 

854. Ibid. p. 260 : “yadrso dhumo yatravagatah tatraiva 
tadrsastatsampadanasamartho drstantabhumavaparidr^o ’pi samanya- 
vyaptibalena paksadhannalavasat: siddhyatlti cet...”. 
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from other well-known agents. 866 Here also, the reason kdryatva 
is to be understood as establishing its relation only with an 
intelligent agent capable of bringing the entities into existence 
without taking into account particular characteristics like 
possession of a physical body, lack of lordship and omniscience 
that were found to characterise an agent while apprehending 
invariable concomitance in the case of the pot and the like. 

So as to emphasise the point that the Creator so established 
should also be accepted as possessing certain special character¬ 
istics like omniscience and omnipotence as an exception to the 
general characteristics like limited knowledge and power, the 
Naiyayika cites three instances where certain general laws 
suggested through the observation of invariable concomitance 
are seen to have exceptions that are necessarily admitted, on the 
basis of practical experience. The first instance is that of the 
mind, which does not have the quality of touch. It is known by 
repeated observation that all entities which are in conjunction 
with all-pervasive entities, 866 or those which possess activity, 867 
are invariably felt by the sense of touch. The fact that mind is 
in conjunction with the atman is inferred through the special 
qualities of the self like knowledge, pleasure and pain. That the 
mind is capable of moving is also well-known. Thus though the 
conditions necessary to make the manas tectile are satisfied, it 
is still not admitted as possessing touch. 868 

The next illustration is that of the organ for touch, viz., 
the skin, which is admitted to be devoid of manifested touch. By 
repeated observation, we know that all entities which are 
constituted of the Element air, and which possess visible 

855. Ibid. p. 261 : “ihapi karyatvam samarthakartrpurvakatvena 
ghatadf?u viditasambandhaniyaipaih k§ityadi?u drsyamanam svasarn- 
padanasamartham adrsfapurvameva buddhimatkartaramupasthapayati”. 

856. Earth is the illustration here. We know that jars, etc., made 
of the earth are in contact with all-pervasive ether and are also felt by 
touch. 

857. Air is the illustration. It has motion and is also felt by touch. 

858. IS : p. 261. 
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magnitude, do not exist at a fixed place, and also that they are 
felt by touch. But the organ for touch, although inferred as 
constituted of the Elements air, 869 is still found to have a fixed 
abode, viz., the entire physical body, and is also found to have 
no manifested touch. 860 

The third instance is that of the sense-organ, eye, which 
is devoid of both manifested colour ( rupa ) and touch (sparsa). By 
frequent observation, we know that all entities constituted of the 
Element fire ( tejas ), possess either manifested colour (rupa) or 
touch (sparsa) or even both. For instailce, we can apprehend both 
colour and touch in a flame which is an effect of the Element, 
tejas. Mere colour, to the exclusion of touch, is noticed in the 
lustre of a gem, and mere touch without association of colour 
is felt in vessels heated by fire. The fact that the eye is made up 
of tejas is inferred on the ground that it serves as a means of 
cognising colour. But still, in the case of the eye, we are not able 
to meet with manifested colour or touch, either severally or 
collectively. 861 

In all these illustrations, although senses like the mind, 
the organ of touch and the eye are inferred to possess the 
characteristics necessary to give rise to certain other features 
suggested by invariable concomitance, such features are still not 
accepted, with a view to avoid violation of a number of genuine 
rules 862 and also because those features are stultified by the 
means of the knowledge called yogyanupalabdhi or effectual non- 

859. Element air is said to have two forms : (a) the extremely 
subtle or the causal form (paramdnu) which becomes the source of 
other forms of air and (b) the gross form ( mahavayu ) which represents 
the effect stage of air and which is felt by touch. 

860. IS : pp. 261-62. 

861. Ibid : p. 262. 

862. Thus, for instance, if the mind is accepted as possessing 
touch, it would mean that it is elemental in character. If this elemental 
character is denied to the mind, then again the general law that 
entities possessing touch should necessarily be elemental in nature, 
gets impaired. If, on the other hand, mind is accepted as the product 
of one of the five Elements, then it would not become a means of 
apprehending the special qualities of the atman like knowledge, 
pleasure and pain. The possible violations of general rules in the two 
other instances should also be envisaged similarly. 
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apprehension. That is to say, those features are not apprehended 
while there are conditions favourable for their apprehension, 
which, in other words, means that those features are absent in 
the particular instances. 

Similarly, in the case of the Creator for the universe 
established through inference ( anumana ), all the particular 
features that are supposed to characterise Him, like the 
possession of a physical body, limited knowledge and power, 
should be accepted as stultified by the same means of knowledge, 
viz., ‘yogyanupalabdhi’ because those characteristics are not 
apprehended in this particular case, while the conditions 
necessary to give rise to them prevail. Here again, such 
characteristics are not admitted, with a view to avert the 
slackening of a number of stipulated conditions. Therefore, there 
is absolutely no distinction between the positions held by the 
Naiyayika and the opponent, with regard to having certain 
exceptional cases in their arguments, and these are to be taken 
for granted. 863 

Having thus made a clean case for the samanytodr^fa type 
of inference as a means of establishing a Supreme Creator-God 
for this world, the Naiyayika sets forth a number of syllogisms 
to prove that that Supreme God possesses special characteristics 
like the perception of infinitesimal atoms, adf?fa of the living 
beings and so on : 

(i) Infinitesimal atoms and the like (i.e., adr$ta ) are seen 
to act under the direction of an intelligent person, because, like 
a ball and such other objects, they also happen to be 
insentient. 864 


863. IS. pp. 262-63. 

864. Ibid : pp. 263-64 : “vivadadhyasitam paramanvadi 
preksavatpr e r i t aih cewtai.e, acetanatvat; yadacetanaih, tat tatha, yatha 
tathavidham kandukadi”. 
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(ii) All activities of external as well as internal entities, 
i.e.„ activities belonging to earth etc. and mind etc. respectively, 
presuppose the direct perception of their material and instrumen¬ 
tal causes by an intelligent being, because like the activities 
observed in entities such as a ball, the former also happen to be 
effects . 866 

(iii) Atoms are capable of being perceived like a pot, etc., 
on the ground that they are also objects of knowledge . 866 

(iv) The entire universe is subservient to the will of one 
Person because like our own body, it is also devoid of 
knowledge . 867 

The first of the above syllogisms infers that the Supreme 
Being possesses the will ( sankalpa ) and volition (prayatna ) to set 
the atoms, adr$ta, etc., in motion. The succeeding three 
inferences prove that the Lord possesses a direct knowledge of 
the atoms and adrsta. Having thus inferred that the insentient 
entities are all under the control of the Supreme, the Naiyayika, 
in two more inferential statements , 868 tries to prove that even the 
sentient beings are controlled by the Supreme Person : 

(v) All intelligent beings act under the supervision of a 
single intelligent agent (i.e., the Lord), for, they, like the sense 
of touch, perform their activities, standing in need of contact with 
their own physical bodies. 

(vi) The entire universe has a single pivotal person because 
like a country ruled by a sovereign, it also consists of sentient 
and insentient entities. 

In the Agamapramajiya, where also Yamuna discusses the 
proofs for God, more or less the same treatment is found . 869 What 

865. Ibid : p. 264 : “....vivadadhyasita bahyabhyantarapravrttayah 
prakrtyupakaranapratyak^apurvikahkaryatvat tadvadeva”. 

866. Ibid', p. 264. 

867. Ibid. 

868. Ibid : p. 265. 

869. AP. pp. 2-4; 12-18. 
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Yamuna might have said further in the missing portion of the 
Isvarasiddhi might be seen in the Sribha§ya m of Ramanuja 
where the Naiyayika's argument is also included in the 
purvapak$a. Ramanuja is generally known to have based himself 
on Yamuna. 

* * * 

(iii) The Samvitsiddhi. 

Samvitsiddhi, the third among the three ‘ siddhis ’ compris¬ 
ing the Siddhitraya, we have already pointed out, actually 
happens to be the first section composed by Yamuna, followed by 
the Atma and the Isvara-. This section is the worst affected by 
gaps in the beginning, middle and in the end. As contrasted with 
the two other sections, this is full of metrical passages. 871 In the 
available portion of this text, the Advaitic interpretation of some 
important Upani$adic texts, and the Advaitic conception of the 
reality of the material universe, Brahman, mdya and such other 
issues are found refuted to a larger extent ; and some of the 
passages indicate that the original text of this Siddhi had also 
refuted the Buddhistic, Jaina, Sarikhya and the Mimamsa views 
regarding certain issues. Some of the passages missing from the 
available text of this Siddhi are available in the quotations made 
by Sudars'anasuri in his commentary on the Sri bha?ya and we 
are discussing them below. 

The available text of the Samvitsiddhi opens with an 
inquiry into the reality or unreality of the material universe 
which we perceive. The nature of the world has posed a serious 
problem to all philosphers alike, Vedic as well as non-Vedic. The 
Advaitic concept is quite well-known in this matter. The 
Chandogya passages, “sadeva somya idamagra asit ekameva 
advitiyam brahma” 8 '’ 2 and, “aitaddtmyam idam sarvam tat satyam 
sa atma tat-tvam-asi svetaketo” 873 form the mainstay for the 
Advaitic negation of the absolute reality of the universe. 

870. Under Brahmasutra : I. i. 3 : “s'astrayonitvat”. 

871. With the exception, however, of such expressions as “tatha”, 
“uktam ca”, “iti”, etc., found in verses 25, 26, 27 and so on. 

872. VI. ii. 1. 

873. VI. viii. 6. 
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The Advaitins explain the passage, “ekameva advitiyam 
brahma” 814 as speaking of the unreality of everything other than 
the Brahman. They say that the expression, ‘advitiya’, which is 
in apposition with the terms, “sad- and “brahma”, denotes such 
an unreality . 876 This view is first attacked by Yamuna. 

Yamuna says that the term, ‘ advitiya’, can be taken either 
as a tatpuru$a or a bahuvrihi compound. In any case, this term 
cannot be interpreted as negating the existence of the world- 
manifestation, says the author. In the ta£pnru?a-compound, the 
second of the two terms entering into the compound becomes the 
more important of the two. 876 If the expression ‘ advitiya’ is taken 
as a ta£puru$a-compound*, the following explanations would 
become feasible. 877 The negative particle ‘ nan’ in the word 
‘advitiya’, possesses three senses : (a) it may indicate what is 
opposed to dvitiya (viruddha ), (b) what is similar to it (sadrs'a), 
or (c) what is. other than the dvitiya ( anya ). In all these 
explanations, the particle, ‘nan’, does not deny the existence of 
any entity whatsoever. Thus, if ‘nan’ is taken in the sense of 
‘difference’ or ‘similarity’ in the expression ‘ advitiya’ the entity 
that is referred to by the term ‘dvitiya’, should necessarily be 
admitted to exist, because difference or similarity of an entity 
with reference to smother entity designated by the term ‘dvitiya’, 
cannot be undersotod if the latter itself does not exist. Even if 
the particle, ‘nan’, is taken as conveying the sense, “being 
opposed”, ( viruddhatva ) to dvitiya, it would, in other words, 
mean that the Brahman would either be denoted by the term 
‘prathama’ or by ‘trtiya’, ‘caturtha ’, etc., because it is these terms 
that are directly opposed to the term, ‘dvitiya’. 878 In such a case, 
all entities denoted by the terms ‘prathama’, ‘trtiya’, etc., stand 

874. Chandogya : VI. ii. 1. 

875. Cf. Brahmasiddhi of Mandanamisra (Brahmakanda) : p. 6 : 
“tatha ’ekamevadvitiyam’ ityavadharai)advitiya£abdabhyam 
tasyaivarthasya punah punah abhidhanat sarvaprakarabheda- 
nivrttiparata srutelji”. 

876. E.g., “rajapurusah”. 

877. SS. p. 268, ff. 

878. Ibid. p. 269 : 

“viruddhatve dvitlyena, trtlyam prathamam tu va 
brahma prapnoti yasmattat dvitlyena viruddhyate”. 
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in opposition to what is indicated by the term ‘dvitiya’, but are 
not stultified by the term, ‘ dvitiya’. 

Another possible contention of the Advaitins is that the 
term ‘advitiya’ can be taken as an avyayibhava compound in 
which case the particle ‘ nan ’, may be taken as denying the 
existence of everything other than the Brahman.™ According to 
this view, the term 'dvitiya’ appearing in the compound ‘advitiya’, 
stands for the universe other than the Brahman. But this view 
cannot be correct says Yamuna, because the term ‘advitiya’ which 
is in co-ordinate predication with the term ‘brahman’, can only 
indicate the sense of that which is opposed to, similar to, or 
different from the Brahman; but it cannot deny the existence of 
the world . 880 This explanation also does not fit in, says the 
author. If Brahman is explained as that with reference to which 
there could be nothing that forms a second entity, then all the 
passages which define the Brahman as “satyarhjhanam anantafn 
brahma” m would crumble into nothingness, because, strictly 
speaking, these passages are different from, but not identical with 
Him. 

Another defect in this explanation of the Advaitins is that 
the negative particle ‘nan’ constituting the compound ‘advitiya’, 
cannot become an attribute of the term, ‘brahman’. It would then 
become a substantive itself, being in apposition with the terms, 
‘sat’ and ‘brahman’. It cannot be contended that non-existence 
of the world could form an attribute of the Brahman. Non¬ 
existence is an absolute non-entity and it cannot form a vi£e$ana 
of the Brahman, an Absolute Reality. Even granting that ‘non- 
existence of the world’ forms an adjective of the Brahman, the 
Brahman would, as before, be indicated by the terms, ‘trtiya’ or 
‘prathama’. So, it is clear that the term' * advitiya ’, either as a 
tatparu$a or an avyayibhava compound, cannot be proved to 
sublate the world . 882 

~ 879. Ibid : 

“nanu nan brahmano ’nyasya sarvasyaiva nisedhakaiii 
dvitlyagrahanam yasmat sarvasyaivopalak?ai)am” 

880. Ibid. p. 270 : 

“naivam nisedho na hyasmaddvitlyasyavagamyate 
tato ’nyat tadviruddham va sadrsam vatra vakti sah”. 

881. Taittiriya : II. 1. 

882. SS. p. 270 
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Even if ‘advitiya’ is taken as a bahuvrihi compound, the 
world other than the Brahman cannot be denied reality . 883 In a 
bahuvrihi compound, the two words entering into it refer to an 
altogether different entity. The Brahman, according to this view 
is one that does not have a second {‘dvitiya’). When analysed, 
this statement means that the Brahman itself becomes the 
second, and as such there could be no contradiction to entities 
denoted by the terms ‘prathama’, ‘trtiya’, etc., existing in the 
universe. It may be contended by the Advaitins that the term 
‘dvitiya’ appearing in the expression ‘advitiya’, stands for 
‘difference’ in general, and that the passage may be explained 
thus : “Since there is no entity that differs from the Brahman, 
the Brahman is called advitiya ; and the sublation of the world 
of difference indicated by the term ‘dvitiya’ has to be necessarily 
accepted”. This is a wrong conception, says Yamuna. Since the 
words entering into a bahuvrihi compound should point to an 
entity other than those denoted by them, the non-existence of 
what is dvitiya, purported to be established by the Advaitins, 
should form an adjective of another entity, viz., the Brahman. But 
this cannot go well with the Advaitic theory because even the 
non-existence of a second entity ( dvitiyabhava ) which is other 
than the Brahman cannot be real, and as such, cannot qualify 
the Brahman. The Genitive, which is the Sixth Case {$a?thi) and 
which is implied in the explanation, ‘The Brahman is that to 
which there is not a second entity’, can be proper, only when 
there exists, in reality, another entity related to the Brahman. m 
But since the Brahman which is devoid of all qualities is the only 
reality for the Advaitins, and also since the relation of any other 
entity to the Brahman is unreal, they cannot resort to the 
bahuvrihi compound involving the Sixth Case. The position 
cannot be improved even on the analogy of statements like 
‘rahossirah’ , (Rahu's head) where the Sixth Case is employed 
with reference to one and the same entity and has no reference 
to any other entity (Rahu is nothing but the head.) 


883. Ibid : p. 271, f. 

884. Ibid. p. 272 : “satyarthantarasambandhe sa?fhl yasyeti 
yujyate” 
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The difficulty in the Advaitin's position is that the non¬ 
existence of entities cannot either be identified with or made the 
attributes of the Brahman, the Absoulute Reality. A non-existent 
entity cannot be identified with the Brahman, because even the 
Brahman would turn out to be non-existent. The Brahman 
cannot also be qualified by a non-existent entity because only 
existent entities can serve as the attributes of other existent 
entities . 885 

Having thus refuted the explanations offered by the 
Advaitins for the passage, “ekameva advitiyam brahma ”, 1 386 the 
author declares that it speaks of the non-duality of the Brahman, 
but does not at all contradict the existence of the universe. The 
fact that this world is a reality is fully supported by the means 
of knowledge called ‘pratyak$a’ (Perception) and also by the sruti- 
texts, says Yamuna. 

He then offers his own explanation for the text in question. 
The expression, ‘ advitiyam brahma’, declares that in all the three 
periods of time, past, present and future, there could be no second 
person that is fit to be counted as either an equal or superior 
to the Brahman. m This follows from the fact that entire universe 
is but a fragment of the unending glory of the Supreme Being . 888 
That is why the world cannot at all be counted as a second entity 
with reference to the Brahman. 

Clarifying his statement, Yamuna says that when we say 
for instance that an emperor is advitiya, that he does not have 
a second, we only mean that there is no other emperor who can 
equal him. This statement does not preclude the existence of his 
wife, children, retinue and other paraphernalia . 889 Similar is the 

885. Ibid : 

“dvltiyavastunastitvam na brahma na visesanam 
asattvanna hyasad brahma bhavennapi vises anam” 

886. Chdndogya : VI. ii. 1. 

887. SS. p. 272, f : “dvitlyagananayogyo nasldasti bhavisyati” 

888. Ibid. p. 273 : 

“samo vabhyadhiko vasya yo dvitiyastu ganyate 
yato ’sya vibhavavyuhakalamatramidam jagat”. 

889. Ibid. p. 274 :“yatha colanrpassamradadvitiyo ’dya bhutale 

iti tattulyanrpatinivaranaparam vacahi 
na tu tadbhrtyatatputrakalatradinisedhakam”. 
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case with the statement that the Brahman is ’advitiya’. The 
entire cosmos consisting of various orders of beings such as the 
gods, demons, men and the creator Brahma, is but a dop in the 
unending ocean of the glory of Vi§pu, who is the very 
embodiment of six perfections (viz .,jhdna, sakti, bala, aisvarya, 
virya and tejas ) and the Lord of all, untouched by imperfections 
like ignorance, merit and demerit, found in common among other 
beings . 890 By this statement, the author suggests that the Highest 
Being glorified in the Upani$ads is Vi§pu alone and that Brahma, 
Siva and other deities are but mere fragments of His glory. 

It cannot be urged that even entities that are not equal can 
be counted along with the Brahman. To point out the incoherence 
in such a contention, the author says that while counting the 
seven seas, for example, nobody would even count the waves, 
foam, bubbles and drops of water, on a par with the seas . 891 The 
reason is clear, viz., that waves, bubbles etc., are but different 
modes of water itself, and as such, do not deserve to be counted 
separately, on a par with the seas. Citing another instance , 892 he 
says that when we say that there is only a single Sun but not 
two suns shining over the firmament, we are not denying the 
existence of the rays of the Sun. To cite one more instance, when 
we count certain entities, the factor number ( sahkhya,) itself is 
not counted as another entity, because it is not different from the 
entity itself . 893 Likewise, the universe consisting of sentient and 
insentient entitties cannot be counted on par with the Supreme 


890. Ibid. : “tathasurasuranarabrahmabrahmandakotayali 

klesakarmavipakadyairaspretasyakhilesituh 
jnanadi?adgunyanidheracintyavibhavasya tab 
visnorvibhutimahimasamudradrapsa-vipru^ah”. 

891. Ibid. pp. 274-75 : 

“kah khalvangulibharigena samudran saptasarikhyaya 
gapayangaijayedurmiphenabudbudaviprugah?” 

892. Ibid. p. 275 : 

“yathaika eva savita na dvitlyo nabhassthale 
ityuktya na hi savitra nigiddhyante ’tra rasmayah”. 

893. Ibid : 

“yatha pradhanasahkhyeyasahkhyayam naiva ganyate 
sahkhya prthaksati, tatra sankhyeyanyapadarthavat” 
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Brahman because it is but a drop in His unbounded splendour. 
Quoting other s'ruti- texts 894 like “pado ’sya vis'vd bhutani ’, 896 
“etavanasya mahima”, 896 u Yatranyanna vijdndti sa bhuma" 881 
and a smrti- text, “meroriva rtur yasyedam brahmandamakhilam 
jagat,” S9B Yamuna emphasises that the whole universe is but a 
mode ( itthambhd va ) of the Supreme. 

Pointing out that even other Upanigadic passages are in 
full support of the reality of the world, Yamuna refers to the 
Chandogya text . “vdcdrathbhatpam vikaro ndmadheyam 
mfttiketyeva satyam .” 899 This passage points out that the entire 
universe with movable and immovable entities is only a mode of 
the immutable Brahman who is designated by the term, ‘ sat ’, and 
who is the root-cause of the entire world-manifestation. This 
passage aims at pointing out the identity of cause and its effect, 

‘ says Yamuna. 900 An effect like a pot for instance, does not, in 
essence, differ from a lump of clay. It. is clay alone that exists 
in a different state as a pot. So what we call an effect is but a 
mode or prakara of the cause, even as a spark of fire is only a 
mode of the fire. This point had been clarified by the Chandogya 
through many illustrations such as those of a lump of clay 
(mrttika), iron ( loha) and the seed ( blja ). 901 All these passages go 
to prove that the universe has come out of the Brahman and that 
it is only a mode of His. So it is proper to say that the Supreme 
Brahman is the soul of the universe. 


894. Ibid : p. 274, f. 

895. Taittiriya Aranyaka : III. 12. 

896. Ibid. 

897. Chandogya : VII-24. 

898. To be identified. 

899. Vi. i. 4. Vide SS : p. 276, f. 

Cf. Vedarthasahgraha : p. 10: “ekameva mfddravyarh, svaikades'ena 
nanavyavaharaspadatvaya, ghatas'aravadinanasamsthanavastharupa- 
vikarapannanananamadheyamapi, mrttikasamsthanavises?atvat, 
mfddravyameva itthamavasthitam, na vastvantaramiti”. 

900. SS. p. 276, ff. 

“vacarambhanamatraih tu jagat sthavarajangamam 
vikarajatam, kutastham mulakaranameva sat 
ananyat karanat karyam pavakat visphulingavat” 

901. Ibid : p. 278. 
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The same point is implied in the Kenopani?ad passage : 
“nasakat dagdhumanalah” , 902 etc., where Brahman is said to be 
the root of the powers of all the gods. The assertion of the 
Chandogya that the knowledge of one leads to the knowledge of 
all, does not, as urged by the Advaitins, prove the falsehood of 
the world other than the Brahman. 908 The Chandogya , on the 
other hand, means that when the Brahman, the root-cause of the 
universe and the chief of all the entities is known, everything that 
depends upon Him for its own existence, as a mode of His, also 
becomes known. These and a host of smrti-texts make us 
understand that this world of sentient and insentient entities 
attains its stature only by reason of its having the Supreme 
Brahman as its inner soul. 904 This world is, therefore, an aspect 
of the Supreme. This characterisation of the relation of the 
Brahman with the universe is significant because here we meet 
with the express statement that the Supreme Brahman ( dtman ) 
is the inner self of the sentient and the insentient entities, which 
forms the basis of the clear formulation by Ramanuja of the 
theory of “sarira-s'ariri ” relationship. 

If, however, the above view is not accepted by the Advaitins, 
they are only going against the established usage of experience 
and scripture, says Yamuna. All usage in general proceeds from 
the fact of the world being a reality, but not a mere illusion. The 
implication of the Advaitic argument is such that even the 
knowledge regarding the Supreme Brahman acquired by the 
jivas, would turn out to be a mere illusion and there would be 
no justification for such a flat denial of the basic reality of the 

902. This is only a restatement of the meaning of the Kenopani?ad: 
III. 19ff. 

903. S-S. pp. 278-79: 

“ekapradhanavijnanat vijnatamakhilam bhavet 

iti pramiyate brahml vibhutir na nisiddhyate” 

904. Ibid. p. 279 : “brahmatmana “tmalabho ‘yam prapancah 
cidacinmayab”- 

Cf. Vedarthasahgraha : p. 8 : “ekavijhanena sarvavijnanapratijfia 
sarvasya tadatmakatvenaiva satyatve siddhyati”. 

Also cf. ibid p. 14 : “jivatma tu brahmanah sarlrataya prakaratvat, 
brahmatmakah; evambhutasya jivasya s'arirataya prakarabhutani 
devamanusyadisamsthanani vastuniti brahmatmakani tani sarvani”. 
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world-phenomenon. 906 To avoid this charge, the Advaitins speak 
of what is called the ‘conventional reality’ ( vyavaharika-satyatva 
or -satta) of the world. Brahman is said to have absolute existence 
( paramarthika-satta ); the ether, etc. have conventional existence 
(i vyavahdrika-sattd ); and the nacre-silver has a third type of 
existence called ‘illusory existence’ (pratibhasika-satta ). 906 Knowl¬ 
edge conveyed by pratyak$a am' her valid means during world- 
existence, is stated by the Ado^tins to be conventional reality 
‘vyavaharika-satya’. This reality continues so long as a man has 
not attained the real knowledge of the Brahman, and that is why 
the world is only illusory in the absolute sense. 907 Yamuna says 
that this contention of the Advaitins had already been refuted 
by him. 908 It is a matter of regret that the portion of the text 
containing this refutation is not available. The conclusion thus 
arrived at is that the non-dual character of the Brahman 
(<advitiyata ) spoken of in the s'rutis does not at all, as alleged by 
the Advaitins, sublate the reality of the universe of name and 
form. 

The author then proceeds to examine the views entertained 
by other schools of thought like Buddhism, Jainism, Sarikhya, 
Advaita and Nyaya, regarding the nature of world-existence. 

The Madhyamika Buddhists who deny the existence of 
everything, step in as the first adversaries to be criticised by 
YSmuna regarding their view of the world-phenomenon. 909 They 
say that the world cannot be said to exist (sat) because of the 
fact that sometimes there may also arise the cognition that it does 


905. SS. p. 279 : 

“tanni§edhe samastasya mithyatvat lokavedayoh 
vyavaharastu lupyeran tatha syad brahmadhlrapi”. 

906. Cf. Veddntaparibhd§d : II. p. 84. 

907. Ibid. p. 1: “brahmasak$atkaranantararti hi ghatadinambadhah 
... na tu s a m s ar a d a s ay am badhah”. Also Cf. “dehatmapratyayo yadvat 
pramapatvena kalpitah”, quoted there. 

908. SS. p. 280 : sT. 35 : 

“vyavaharikasatyatvat mrsatve ‘pyaviruddhata 
pratyaksaderiti matam prageva samadudusain”. 

909. Ibid. p. 280. ff. 
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not exist ( asat ). A really existent entity does not allow of such 
a dual conception regarding its existence. The Samkhyas who are 
diametrically opposed to this view of the Buddhists ask how one 
can get the cognition that the world exists (sat), if it really does 
not exist (asat). Since one and the same entity cannot, at one 
and the same time, be said to have opposite characteristics like 
existence and non-existence, and also since there could be no 
settled opinion on this view, the Jaina philosophers tried to solve 
the problem by accepting the world as a complex of both existence 
and non-existence. The Samkhyas maintain that the universe is 
always existent (sadd sattvahi ) 910 on the ground that the cognition 
of non-existence also presupposes existence itself. They further 
hold that at the time of dissolution too, matter continues to exist, 
not of course in a manifest form, but in an unmanifest condition, 
like the feet of a tortoise drawn inside. 

But the Advaitins adopt an altogether different attitude to 
this question. They say that the world is neither sat nor asat, 
but is quite indefinable, anirvacaniya, either as existent or non¬ 
existent, for the reason that existence and non-existence are 
mutually contradictory. 911 Therefore, the universe cannot be said 
to have any of these two possible characteristics, sattva or 
asattva, either individually or collectively. The Naiyayikas and 
the Siddhantin, as also the Mimamsakas say that existence and 
non-existence can be posited with regard to one and the same 
entity due to certain delimiting adj uncts (Upadhis) like time and 
space. 


910. Cf. Sahkhyakdrikd : 9. 

“asadakarapad upadanagrahapat sarvasarnbhavabhavat 
saktasya sakyakaranat karapabhavacca sat karyam”. 

911. Cf. Tattvopades'a ; p. 23 : sis. 52-53a (Minor Works of 
Sankara). 

“vidyate na svatah sattvam nasatah sattvamasti va 
badhyatvat naiva saddvaitam nasat pratyakgabhanatah 
sadasanna viruddhatvadato ‘nirvacyameva tat”. 


912. SS. p. 282 :“tadevam vadisammardat samsaye samupasthite 
nirnayah kriyate tatra mimaihsakamatena tu”. 
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Criticising the Jaina view that the world is both existent 
surd non-existent in its essential form, the author says that such 
a view is contradicted by practical experience. A pot, for instance, 
at one and the same time does not give rise to the cognition that 
it both exists and does not exist. Experience tells us that a 
particular entity exists at a place under certain conditions and 
that the same entity does not exist when those conditions are 
absent. Our cognitions of existence and non-existence regarding 
entities are governed by different conditions of place and time. 
So, one cannot say that pots and other objects exist as well as 
do not exist. Hence, the ‘syadvada’ of the Jaina philosophers, 913 
which never finds a settled conclusion, cannot be accepted as 
valid. 

When the Jain view regarding the world-phenomenon is 
thus set aside, the advocate of the Samkhya school steps in with 
his theory of eternal existence of the universe ( satkaryavada ). He 
contends that the relation of factors like place and time can 
function only with regard to those entities that exist in reality. 
Thus, we can speak of a pot which exists, as being connected with 
a particular place and time. A non-existent entity cannot be said 
to have such spatio-temporal relations. The term “relation 
(sambandha) always involves two entities at least, and therefore, 
a non-existent entity cannot, under any condition, be said to 
exist. So, the contention that non-existence can be posited with 
reference to pots etc., under different conditions of time and place, 
stands refuted. Therefore, it has to be admitted that an existent 
entity always exists and that it does not depend upon certain 
conditions to disprove its existence. 

The Samkhya philosopher argues that the world, claimed 
by others as having a beginning and an end, is, as a matter of 
fact, always existent, because that which has no beginning and 
no end, does, likewise, have no middle also. 914 So, the Samkhyas 
say that an existent entity should be accepted as an absolute 
reality ; and a non-existent entity should be admitted as an 


913. Ibid. pp. 283-84 : 

“ato desadibhedena sadasattvam ghatadi?u 
vyavasthitam, nirastasyadvadasyeha na sambhavah”. 


914. Ibid : pp. 284-85. 
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absolute nothing, like the sky-lotus. There is also no justification 
in the argument that the world has a beginning and an end, 
because an entity in the state of antecedent non-existence and an 
absolute non-entity (sky-lotus) do not virtually differ from each 
other, both being non-existent. 916 

At this point again, there occur gaps in the text and it is 
presumed that the portion containing the refutation of the views 
of the Samkhya, Advaita and other schools of thought regarding 
the nature of the world-phenomenon enumerated in the begin¬ 
ning, 916 is lost. 

Yamuna then refutes the interpretation offered by the 
Advaitins for the Chandogya text, “aitaddtmyam idam sarvamtat 
satyafn sa atma tattvamasi gvetaketo” that it conveys a simple 
notion of identity between the Supreme Brahman and the 
individual self. This text, according to them, is very significant 
because of its clear declaration of this identity. Yamuna calls in 
question the authenticity of such an explanation. He asserts that 
the above passage cannot be explained by the Advaitins in its 
primary significance simply on the ground that the terms, “tat” 
and “tvam”, are found in co-ordinate predication 
(samanadhikaranya). The term “tvam” stands for the individual 
self, who is subject to many imperfections like grief and 
helplessness, whereas the term “tat” points to the Omniscient 
Supreme Brahman, who is an unending ocean of bliss and who 
is also of an unfailing will. To identify these two is as absurd 
as identifying darkness and light, says the author. 918 


915. Ibid, p.285 : “adavante ca yannasti, nasti madhye’pi tattatha”. 

916. See p. 256 above. 

917. VI. viii. 6. 

918. SS. p. 286 : 

a k^panyasokaduhkhartascetanas tvampadoditah 
sarvajnassatyasaiikalpo nisslmasukhasagarah 
tatpadarthah, tayoraikyam tejastimiravat katham? 

Cf. Tattvopadesa : si. 26. 

‘'samanadhikaranyarix hi padayostattvayor dvayoh 
saihbandhafy, tena vedantaih brahmaikyam pratipadyate”. 















SAMVITSIDDHI : DETAILED EXAMINATION 


260 


Ignorance, misery, etc. are qualities that are found in an 
individual self (jiva). Omniscience, bliss etc., attributed to the 
Supreme Brahman, are explained as definition per accidens 
0 tatasthalak$ana ) 019 by the Advaitins. Yamuna says that pairs of 
mutually contradictory qualities like ignorance and omniscience 
rule out the possibility of identifying jiva and Brahman. Ihese 
qualities do not fail to point to the essential difference between 
their substrata. The position cannot be improved by saying that 
these pairs of opposites form mere indicators ( upalak$apa), but 
not the attributes (vis'e$apa) of the Brahman, and that the entity 
referred to by these indicators would ultimately remain one, 
although these indicators may themselves possess contradictory 
features. Yamuna argues that the difference between the entities 
represented by the terms, “tat” and "tvam”, should necessarily 
be admitted as real, by whatever name these characteristics are 
called, either as "vise?anas” or as "upalak?anas”, because they 
are too contradictory to admit of any such explanation. These 
conflicting qualities like omniscience and ignorance necessarily 
bring to light mutual difference, but not identity of their 
substantives, viz., the Brahman and the jiva. no 

To obviate this difficulty, the Advaitins say that the 
primary meanings of both the terms, tat and tvam , are to 
be abandoned and that these terms should, by a recourse to 
‘laksapd ’ (secondary significance), be explained as pointing to an 
undifferentiated single substantive ( vise$ya ), viz., pure unqu 1 - 
fied Brahman. They try to justify their stand on the analogy ol 
such recognitory statements as “so ’yamgauh”, where the terms, 


919. Vide Veddntaparibhd?a : p. 157 : “tatasthalaksaijarii nama 

yavallaksyakalamanavasthitatve sati yadvyavartakam, tadeva; ....praki e 

ca jagajjanmadikaranam”. 

920 SS PP. 286-87:“tvamarthasthe tatasthe va 

‘ tadarthasthe vibhedake 

gune tattvariipadasrutyoraikarthyam 

duravaritam 

ajnatvasarvaveditvaduhkhitvasukhitadike 

visesane va ciddhatora thavapyupalak?ane 

viruddhagunasankranterbhedassyat 

tvariitadarthayoh”. 
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“salt” and “ayam”, primarily referring to the bull belonging to 
the past and the present periods of time are, by implication 
(laksarpx), taken as pointing to a single substantive, just the 
individual bull, unconnected with either the past or the 
present. 921 Rejecting this contention Yamuna says that the 
analogy cited does not fit in with the argument. 922 Though the 
fact of belonging to two different places and periods of time is 
contradictory, this contradiction gets eliminated by the fact that 
the entity denoted by the terms, “this” (ayam) and “that” ( safp ), 
is essentially one but not manifold. Contradiction of one and the 
same entity being connected with two different places is removed 
by the element of time. But the Advaitins cannot make a similar 
case for their own theory because they do not bring in factors 
like time and place for support. 923 Yamuna here implies that even 
in instances like “so ’yam gauh ”, there is strictly speaking, no 
recourse to the secondary significance. Even in instances where 
lak?a%Ld is applied, it is seen that only one among the two terms 


921. Cf. Tattvopadesa : £L 27 : 

“bhinnapravrttihetutve padayorekavastuni 
vrttvam yattathaivaikyam vibhaktyantakayostayoh” 
Ibid. rfl. 30 : 

parasparaviruddham syat tato bhavati lak$ana 
laksyalaksanasambandhah padarthapratyagatmanoh”. 
Cf. Vakyavitti : p. 37 {Minor Works of Sankara) : 
“tadatrnyamatra vakyarthah tayoreva padarthayoh 
samsargo va visisto va vakyartho natra sammatah 
akhandaikarasatvena vakyartho vidu^am matah”. 

Ibid, p.38 : si. 48 : 

“tattvamasyadivakye^u lak^ana bhagalak^apa 
so ’yamityadivakyasthapadayoriva napara”. 

922. SS. p. 287 : 

“vacyaikadesabhangena cidekavyaktinisthata 
so ’yarn gauritivat tattvampadayorityapesalam”. 

923. Ibid : p. 287, f : 
“desakaladasabhedadekasminnapi dharmini 
viruddhadvandvasankranteli so ’yam gauriti yujyate 
svaprakasasyaciddhatorviruddhadvandvasangatau 
na vyavasthapakarh kihcit desakaladasadike”. 

Cf. Vdkyavrtti : ^1. 42 : 

“tattvamasyadivakyarti ca tadatmyapratipadane 
laksyau tattvaii^padarthau dvavupadaya pravartate”. 
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is explained through lak$at^a, hut not both the terms. Yamuna 
also seems to suggest here that since the Brahman is of the form 
of self-luminous knowledge, even ignorance ( ajhdna ) cannot be 
brought in to explain the contradictory characteristics obtaining 
in the Infinite and the finite selves. 924 

The Advaitins further assert that, through ignorance 
(,avidyd ), the Supreme Brahman becomes deluded and sees 
plurality in Himself and that the scriptures aim at dispelling this 
delusion by imparting the knowledge of the oneness of the self. 
But according to Yamuna, this argument is incoherent. The 
Supreme Brahman, the Advaitins themselves assert, is essentially 
free from the world of plurality and is self-manifest. As such, 
there could be no possibility of ignorance ever affecting Him. 
Consequently, the false appearance of plurality which results 
from ignorance, cannot also take place. Therefore, scriptural 
statements like “ tattvamasi ”, 926 which are claimed by the 
Advaitins to stress the oneness of the self by dispelling an illusion 
which really does not occur to the Brahman at all, become 
purposeless and consequently invalid, says the author. 926 

Continuing, he points out that since the Brahman cannot 
be proved to be conditioned by such adjuncts as mdya and avidyd, 
the classification made by some Advaitins on this basis, viz., that 


924. Cf. Veddrthasahgraha : p. 22, ff : “tattvamiti dvayorapi 

padayossvarthaprahapena nirvise$avastusvarupopasthapanaparatve 
mukhyarthaparityagasca | nanu aikyatatparyanis'cayat na lak§ai}a do?ah 
‘so'yam devadatta’ itivat ; yatha so'yamityatra sa iti sabdena 
desantarakalantarasambandhi purusah pratiyate ; ayamiti ca 
sannihitades'avartamanakalasambandhi ; tayossamanadhikar- 

rapyenaikyam pratiyate;....naitadevam.— soy’am devadatta’ ityatrapi 
laksanagandho na vidyate, virodhabhavat...desadvayavirodhas'ca 
kalabhedena parihrtah ; lak?anayamapi na dvayorapi padayor 
lak§aijasamas'rayaiiam, ekenaiva lak?itena virodhapariharat ; 
...yathabhutayoreva hi dvayoraikyam samanadhikaranyena pratiyate ; 
tatparityagena svarupamatraikyam na samanadhikaranyasyarthah”. 

925. ' Chandogya : VI. viii. 6. 

926. SS. p. 288 

“nirdhutanikhiladvandvasvaprakase cidatmani 
dvaitanarthabhramabhavat s'astram nirvi?ayam bhavet”. 
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the Brahman, when conditioned by mdya, gets the designation 
“Isvara” (the Lord) with superimposed qualities like bliss and 
omniscience, and that the same Brahman, when conditioned by 
avidyd, is called “jiva” with superimposed qualities like ignorance 
and grief, stands refuted. 927 He further states that this view of 
the Advaitins had already been refuted by him earlier; but this 
portion of the text, however, is not available. 928 

Even granting that certain delimiting adjuncts act upon 
the Brahman, the above view cannot be maintained, says 
Yamuna. “Does maya act upon the unqualified Brahman, or upon 
the qualified?” he asks. On the first alternative, the different 
natures brought in by the display of maya, like omniscience and 
ignorance, would exist in one and the same Brahman and there 
would thus be no distinction between the jiva and the Supreme. 
Even on the second view, viz., that mdya and such other upadhis 
act upon the qualified Brahman, the above defect would still 
continue. Thus, since the Brahman is said to possess attributes, 
it is necessary for the Advaitins to specify what those attributes 
are. 929 It cannot be maya, since it has just been called an upddhi 
and this argument will then be vitiated by the fallacy of 


927. Ibid : p. 288, f. 

Cf. Vakyavrtti : £1. 44 : 

“mayopadhir jagadyonissarvajnatvadilaksanah 
parokgyasabalahsatyadyatmakastatpadabhidhah” 

Cf. also Sarvaveddniasiddhantasdrasaiigraha : (Minor Works of 
Sankara) : si. 762 : “upadhivais'istyakrto virodho brahmatmanor 
ekatayadhigatya”. 

928. SS. p. 288-89 : 

“etena satyakamatvajagatkaraiiatadayah 
ma (yopadhau) pare ‘dhyastah, sokamohadayah punah 


ksudrabrahmavidametanmatam prageva dusitam”. 

929. Ibid. p. 289 : 

“citsvarupe, vis'iste va mayavidyadyupadhayah? 
purvasmin sarvasahkaryam parajivavibhagatah”. 
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dtmdsraya. “Jivatva” and “Is'varatva" cannot also be the 
attributes of the Brahman, for the defeat in this case would be 
anyonyasraya. No other attribute can be pointed out other than 
these mentioned above. Since the essential form of the Brahman 
cannot be divided or delimited by any adjunct, it would mean that 
the Brahman, like the element ether, merely gets united with 
those adjuncts and as such, there would be no distin ction between 
the natures of the jiva and the Is'vara. 

Further, there is no truth in the supposition that the 
characteristics pertaining to the upalak$ana (indicator) do not 
influence the entity that is actually indicated by it.® 30 Such a 
supposition is as absurd as saying that a person wielding a staff 
is not affected, even if his head is chopped off by an order of a 
king to the effect, “Let this wielder of the staff (dandin) be 
beheaded.” 931 Thus, the defect of an intermixture of opposite 
qualities like omniscience and ignorance in one and the same 
Brahman becomes unvoidable for the Advaitins even after 
admitting such adjuncts as mdyd and avidya. 

Emphasising the point that a single notion of identity 
(i tadatmya ) cannot be conveyed by the text “tattvamasi' , 932 
Yam una says that tadatmya, strictly speaking, can be attributed 
only to those entities that differ from one another. Even one and 
the same entity can be said to have difference ( bheda ) and non¬ 
difference ( abheda ). Then alone will it be possible to say that 


930. Ibid. p. 290 : “tafasthavasthita dharmassvarupaih na spysanti 
kim?” 

Cf. £atadd?ayi : “vada” : 38 : p. 164 (Vedantades'ika Series) : “na 
copalaksanam sarvaih bahisfhamiti niyamah; gotvaprthivltvadyu- 
palaksaxiasasnadimattvagandhavattvader bahi§thatvabhavat”. 

931. SS. p. 290 : “na hi dandisiras'chedat devadatto na himsitah”. 

932. Chandogya : VI. viii. 6. 
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things are connected by the relation of tadatmya. 933 The validity 
of this view cannot be doubted because the relation tadatmya 
cannot subsist between two entities that are either totally similar 
or opposed to each other. Thus, we cannot say, for instance, that 
a pot is a pot or that a pot is a mat. Yamuna says that the 
Advaitins earlier called in question the validity of the bhedabheda 
view. 934 From this, we presume that the portion of this “siddhi” 
dealing with this topic, is lost. Even to refute the view of 
bhedabheda, one should first understand the significances of the 
terms, ‘ bheda' and 'abheda'. But having once accepted that bheda 
and abheda are of such and such characteristics, one cannot 
refute them both together, without being guilty of the fallacy of 
self-contradiction, says Yamuna. 936 

He also points out that by refuting the bhedabheda 
character of entities through dialectical arguments, one is only 
going against practical experience by which we know that the 
perceptions of differences as well relations are real and not 
illusory. Thus, we see the colour blue and the object lotus and 
also know that the blue colour pertains to the lotus, as in the 


933. SS. pp. 290-91 : “tattvarixpadadvayam jxva- 

paratadatmyagocaram 
tanmukhyavftti tadatmyam 

api vastudvaya^rayam”. 

The admission of both ‘bheda’ and ‘ abheda ’ in one entity is from 
the standpoint of the Bhattas or Yadavaprakasa. In the siddhanta, we 
have to understand bheda from the viewpoint of the modes and abheda 
from that of its essential form. 

934. Ibid. p. 291 : “bhedabhedavikalpastu yastvaya paricoditah”. 
Cf. IS. ch. I, p. 4, f, for this ‘vihalpa’. 

935. SS. pp. 291-92 : 

“abhedabhedino ’satye bandhe sati nirarthakah 
abhedo bhedamardi tu svasraylbhutavastunoh 
bhedah parasparanatmyaiii bhavanamevametayoh 
svarupamabhyupetyaiva bhedabhedavikalpayoh 
(badhanaiix) tena vagbadhavirodhena nigrhyase”. 
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case of the blue colour and a pot. 936 The relation in the former 
case is called ‘tadatmya’ and in the latter, it is samavaya or 
inherence. 937 

Pointing out that pressing logic too much into service 
would only vitiate its status as a valid means of knowledge, 
Yamuna cites the instance of conjunction 0 samyoga ) between two 
entities. 938 Direct experience tells us that samyoga takes place 
only between two different entities. Logically, however, this point 
may be denied through a series of arguments as to whether 
samyoga takes place between two different entities or between two 
identical entities. 939 But all such excesses of dialectics should 
promptly be checked with reference to practical experience. 
Likewise, the relation called tadatmya , which is vouchsafed by 
valid perception and scriptural testimony, cannot be doubted of 
its genuineness by the excesses of logic, says Yamuna. 

The text, “tattvamasi” , 940 which occurs many times in the 
Chandogya has this sole purport of stressing the relation of 
tadatmya subsisting between the finite and the Infinite selves. As 
we have seen already, 941 this tadatmya should be explained as 
sarira-sariri-bhava (body-self relation) suggested by the term 
“aitadatmyam ”. 942 

936. Ibid. p. 292 : 

“nile nilamatir yadrgutpale niladhirhi sa 
nllamutpalamevedamiti sak$accakasti nah”. 

937. Yamuna, in AS., says that “samavaya” is only a type of 
samyoga. Cf. p. 211: ‘yatha ca samyogantarbhavah samavayasya...” etc. 

938. SS. p. 292, f : 

“yatha viditasamyogasaihbandhe ’pyak?agocare 
bhedabhedadidustarkavikalpadhanavibhramah”. 

939. Thus it can be asked : Does ‘samyoga’ take place between 
two entities differing from each other, or between entities that are 
identical with each other? On the first view, even the mount Himalaya 
could be united with the Vindhya, which, however, is absurd. On the 
second hypothesis, it would mean that a pot is in conjunction with its 
own self, which is, likewise, an incoherent statement. 

940. Chandogya : VI. viii. 6. 

941. See p. 266 above. 

942. Chandogya : VI. viii. 6. 
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The Advaitins, taking the text “tattvamasi ” 943 as conveying 
a simple notion of oneness, naturally say that in mok$a nothing 
but mere Brahman in the form of knowledge would remain. But 
this doctrine cannot at all appeal to real seekers after mukti, says 
the author. Thus, if a man were to know that the Brahman is 
of the form of knowledge and that he will have to lose his own 
self in the Brahman, mok?a would lose all its charm for him and 
he would never strive after, or even aspire for it, says Yamuna. 
This theory of mok?a set forth by the Advaitins also suffers from 
another defect, viz., that, according to it, it cannot be specified 
as to who actually gets mok$a, the Brahman or the individual 
self. It cannot be the Brahman because He is ever-released. The 
jlva too cannot be the recipient of mok$a, for according to the 
Advaitic conception, he would lose his own self in the Brahman 
at the time of mok$a. 94i 

Yamuna then levels his criticism against the Advaitic 
doctrine of Vivarta, that consciousness which is single and self- 
luminous, would itself undergo transfiguration as the world of 
duality. According to the Advaitins, samuit, or knowledge, does 
not have any distinctions in essence. Distinctions that are 
generally met with in ordinary experience are only apparent, 
brought into existence by adjuncts in the form of different objects. 
When we see a particular object we only have knowledge 
pertaining to that object, since other objects do not present 
themselves to us at that time. But even then knowledge in a 
general and unqualified form continues to exist, running through 
each and every entity. 946 • 

943. Ibid. 

944. SS. pp. 293-94 : 

“brahmanandahradantasstho muktatma sukhamedhate 
phale ca phalino ’bhavat mok?asyapurusarthata”. 

Cf. AS : pp. 90 and 104. Also see Si'ibhdsya under I. i. i., p. 
129, f. 

945. SS. p. 295 : 

“nanu samvidabhinnaika na tasyamasti bhedadhih 

ghafadayo hi bhidyante na tu sa cit, prakasanat”. 
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So as to assert the samvit is free from all distinctions, the 
Advaitins refute the characteristic called ‘ bheda ’ by posing 
various alternatives. They say that there is no such thing as 
bheda and that its appearance is only illusory. 946 Thus, bheda 
cannot be identical with the objects, 947 because it cannot 
independently be cognised without any reference to its counter¬ 
correlatives, viz., two objects. Bheda cannot even form an 
attribute of objects, 948 for, being an attribute, it should have some 
difference or other from the substantive and this difference should 
again have some other attribute and so on, ad infinitum. The 
Advaitins add that perception also cannot prove bheda between 
objects, because, being momentary, it does not last till the objects 
possessing bheda are cognised. That is why inference ( anumdna ) 
which depends upon pratyak$a for the cognition of vydpti which 
is essential for its functioning, cannot at all prove bheda. So, the 
outcome of this discussion is that there is no such thing as bheda 
between objects and that even if cognitions concerning bheda 
arise, no reality can be attributed to them. 949 

946. Of. Brahmasiddhi II. p. 48 : na bhedo bhavato ’sti ; 
anddyavidyavilasitametaditi”. Also cf. ibid : 
“tattvanyatvabhyamanirvacaniyo ’nddivikalpavasanopadanavikal- 
paparidars ita^arirah ayamasmadbhinnab, ayamanayorbheda iti 
vyavaharaih pravartayati”. 

947. SS. p. 296 : “na vastu vastudharmo va na pratyakgo na 
laingikab”. 

Cf. IS. Ch. I : p. 3 : “ko ’yam bhedo nama, kim svarupameva 
bhedah, uta dharmah...” etc. 

Cf. Brahmasiddhi : II : p. 47 : 

“na bhedo vastuno ruparn tadabhavaprasahgatah 

arupena ca bhinnatvarh vastuno navakalpate”. 

Cf. also Ibid : p. 50 : “na bhedo vastuno rupam; apek?iko hi sa 
pratiyate”. 

948. Ibid. p. 48 “napek?a nama kascidvastudharmah”. 

949. SS. p. 226 : 

“ghafadivedyabhedo ’pi kevalam bhramalakgapah 
yada, tada tadayatto dhibhedavagrahodayahi 
kutah, kutastaram tasya paramarthatvasambhavah”. 
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The Advaitins, pointing out various alternatives, say that 
bheda cannot be attributed to cognitions by reason of their 
having origination under such conditions as subject-object- 
relation. Thus, if sanwit has a beginning in time, it should be able 
to cognise its own pragabhava (antecedent non-existence), either 
by its own self or through some other means of knowledge. It 
will be contradictory to say that sanwit, while existing, cognises 
its own pragabhava because pragabhava which is nothing but 
the prior condition of the object, belongs to the past. If, however, 
samvit does not exist, its pragabhava cannot also be cognised, 
because it depends upon self-luminous sairwit for its cognition. 
Equally untenable is the view that the pragabhava of sanwit is 
cognised by means other than samvit, for, then the self-luminous 
character of samvit itself gets impaired. Therefore, since sanwit 
is uncreate, it should be admitted as eternal and free from all 
distinctions. The Advaitins put forth another argument to refute 
bheda, viz., that even for cognising bheda, samvit becomes 
necessary, as for the cognition of the quality colour ( rupa ). In 
the light of this elucidation, they say that one cannot call in 
question che theory of Vivarta, simply on the assumption that 
there exist distinctions in samvit, which really do not exist at 
all. 960 


In reply, Yamuna says that the above theory would only 
appeal to and satisfy the credulous, but not those who view things 
in their right perspective, through valid reasonings. 961 We know 
by experience that cognitions differ from man to man and object 
to object, and also that they are immediate like pleasure and pain. 
Even as we admit that the conjunction ( samyoga) between one 
pair of objects (e.g., a book and the hand) is distinct from that 


950. Ibid. pp. 296-97 : 

“kinca svayamprakasasya svato va parato ’pi va 
pragabhavadisiddhissyat, svatastavanna yujyate 
svasmin sati viruddhatvad abhavasyanavasthiteh” etc. 

Cf. IS. Ch. I : p. 1 : “na ca svatassiddhasya pragabhavadayah 
svato ‘nyato va siddhyanti”, etc. 

951. SS. p. 298 : 

“hanta brahmopadeso’yam sraddadhanegu sobhate 
vayamasSraddadhanassmo ye yuktim prarthayamahe”. 
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of another (e.g., a pot and the club) and also that the desire 
0 iccha, ) regarding a particular object inherent in one person is 
distinct from that inherent in another, we should accept that 
cognitions pertaining to different cognisers regarding different 
objects, are mutually different. The defect in the Advaitic theory 
of a single eternal and all-pervasive Consciousness is that, 
according to it, either all entities would simultaneously become 
manifest for ever, or not even a single entity would ever be 
manifest. Since consciousness is accepted as pervasive like Ether, 
there would be "no question of objects not being presented to it, 
which, however, is disproved by our experience of occasional 
cognitions of objects. The Advaitins are thus faced with the 
difficulty of accounting for the phenomenon of occasioned 
cognitions. They cannot trace the phenomenon to the means that 
produce cognition (like the sense-functioning), because, sarrwit 
being eternal ( nitya ), it cannot be said to stand in need of non- 
eternal means. Nor can the difficulty be got over by saying that 
cognitions differ with regard to the objects, because sarrwit, 
according to the Advaitins, is one but not manifold. 952 

Pointing out the untenability of this theory, the author 
says that even the deaf and blind will have to be admitted as 
hearing and seeing, because of the fact that all-pervasive Sarrwit 
would even emit through their senses of hearing and seeing. To 
point out another defect, no distinction can be drawn between 
a teacher and his pupil, for the all-pervasive and self-manifest 
Sarrwit would embrace all persons alike, without any distinction, 
says Yamuna. 953 

952. Ibid. pp. 298-99 : 

“pratipramatrvisayaih parasparavilak?apah 
aparok?am prakas'ante sukhaduhkhadivaddhiyah 
sambandhivyangyabhedasya samyogecchadikasya nah 
na hi bhedah svato nasti napratyak?as'ca sammatah 
yadi sarvagata nitya samvidekabhyupeyate 
tatassarvam sada bhayat, na va kincit kadacana 
tadanlm na hi vedyasya sannidhl.tarakarita 
vyavastha ghafate, vitter vyomavad vaibhavas'rayat” etc. 

953. Ibid. p. 299 : 

“tatas'cabadhirandhadeggabdadigrahapambhavet 
gurusisyadibhedas'ca nirnimittahiprasajyate”. 
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It may, however, be urged that there is no plurality of 
objects in this world because of the fact that each and everything 
is essentially Sarrwit itself. Yamuna here says that there are only 
two alternatives before the Advaitins. They should either say that 
no objects are cognised in this world, or that the objects cognised 
do not differ from Consciousness (Sarrwit). They cannot hold the 
first view, without being guilty of contradicting usage—ordinary 
as well Vedic. By resorting to the second alternative, viz., that 
all entities are identical with Sarrwit, they are contradicting their 
own theory of the oneness of Samvit. Thus, when they say that 
objects are identical with Samvit, they are also admitting that 
Sarrwit is identical with those objects and this necessarily 
involves difference, and as such, cannot be given as prama^a for 
the oneness of Consciousness. 954 

At this stage, the Advaitins bring in the theoi-y of avidyd. 
They say that it is all due to the display of avidyd that no decision 
can be arrived at either in favour of bheda or abheda between 
objects and Sarrwit. This irrationality is, according to them, 
nothing peculiar because the very nature of avidyd allows it. This 
they regard as creditable for their system. In reply Yamuna says 
that the theory of avidyd does not stand the strain of logical 
scrutiny. 956 Avidyd may be explained as absence of vidyd 
(knowledge). But, according to this explanation, avidyd would 
become an absolute non-entity like a hare's horn and as such, 
it cannot be said to have any hand in the world-phenomenon. The 
other possible explanation is that avidyd is an entity different 
from vidyd, which would only undermine the Advaitic delcaration 

954. Ibid. p. 300 : 

“idamakhyahi bhohkinnu nlladir na prakas'ate 
prakasamano nlladissamvido va na bhidyate 
adau pratltisubhago nirvaho lokavedayoh 
yatah padapadarthadi na kincidavabhasate 
dvitiye saihvido ’dvaitaih vyahanyeta samlhitaih 
yadyayam vividhakaraprapancah samvidatmakah 
sapi samvit tadatmeti yato nana prasajyate”. 

955. Ibid. p. 301 : 

“na cavidyavilasatvad bhedabhedanirupana 
sa hi nyayanalasprstajatusabharanayate”. 
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that avidya is indefinable (anir vacant yd). 956 It cannot be urged 
that the distinction of avidya from vidyd is itself the result of 
delusion ( bhranti ), for then avidya would become identical with 
vidyd itself, which is absurd. 967 

Giving out his own opinion regarding avidya, Yamuna says 
that right thinking should make it a different entity from vidyd, 
because the latter is unalloyed and self-manifest, whereas the 
former is diametrically opposed to it in nature. 968 Refuting the 
theory of avidya from another standpoint, Yamuna asks the 
Advaitins as to what actually is the form of vidyd (knowledge) 
which forms the counter-correlative of avidya. There are only 
three alternatives possible. Vidyd could either be explained as 
Safrwit itself, or the objects to be known (jheya ) or the knower 
( jndfr ) 969 . If the second and third alternatives are maintained, viz., 
that vidyd is of the form of the knower (jnafr) and the known 
(jheya ), then it cannot dispel avidya which requires only Safrwit 
for that purpose. 960 So the Advaitins have to accept the first 
alternative, viz., that vidyd is of the form of Consciousness 
{Safrwit) itself. But the difficulty here is that Safrwit being ever- 
manifest and pervasive, avidya, which is of the form of the 
absence of such a Safrwit cannot arise at all. Even on the view 
that avidya. is that which is opposed ( viruddha) to vidyd, avidya 

956. Cf. Brahmasiddhi : Brahmakaijda, p. 9 : “navidya 
brahmaijassvabhavah, narthantaraih, natyantamasati, napi sati, 
evameveyamavidya maya mithyavabhasa ityucyate ; svabhava^cet 
kasyacit, anyo ‘nanyo va paramartha eveti navidya ; atyantasattve 
khapu?pasadfsT na vyavahararigam; tasmadanirvacaniya”. 

957. SS. p. 302 : ' 

“atharthantarabhavo'pi tasyaste bhrantikalpitap 
hantaivam satyavidyaiva vidya syat paramarthatah”. 

958. Ibid : 

“kinca suddhajada samvit, avidyeyam tu nedpsl 
tat kena hetuna seyamanyaiva na nirupyate?” 

959. Ibid : 

“api ceyamavidya te yadabhavadirupini 
sa vidya kinnu sariwittir vedyamva veditathava”. 

960. Ibid : “na hi jnanadrte ’jnanamanyataste nivartate”. 

Cf. Atmabodha : si. 3 : 

“avirodhitaya karma navidyarii vinivartayet 
vidya ’vidyam nihantyeva tejastimirasahghavat”. 
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can find no place at all, since according to the Advaitins, the 
entire universe is pervaded by a single and unqualified Safrwit 
thus leaving no room for avidya. Yamuna, in fine, points out that 
the above discussion would expose the incoherency of the Advaitic 
theory of the Monism of Consciousness. 961 

Yamuna then points that the Advaitins cannot offer any 
satisfactory explanation as to where actually avidya rests. The 
jlva cannot be said to form the as'raya of avidya, for then the 
question arises as to who thejiva is. The Advaitins should reply 
that the jiva is one that forms the substrate of avidya and this 
explanation is vitiated by the fallacy of anyonyas'raya, 962 for 
jivatva and avidya are interdependent and the one cannot be 
proved without reference to the other. 968 This cannot be explained 
on the analogy of the seed and the sprout ( bijahkura-nydya) m 
for, unlike the latter, jiva is unborn. The only other way of 
explanation is that Brahman Himself is the substrate of avidya, 
which is highly objectionable. Brahman being Omniscient, He 
cannot become the as'raya. The Omniscience of the Brahman 
cannot itself be explained as an outcome of avidya and thus 
illusory, because Vedic texts like “pardsya s'aktir vividhaiva 
sruyate”, m the validity of which the Advaitins should also admit, 
declare in unmistakable terms the fact that the Brahman is 
naturally omniscient and that His omniscience is not conditioned 


961. SS. : p. 303 

962. Ibid : “kincasau kasya? jivasya, ko jivo yasya seti cet 

nanvevam asamfidhanam anyonya^rayanam bhavet 
na te jivadavidya syat, na ca jivastaya vina”. 

963. Cf. Brahmasiddhi : Brahmakanda : p. 10 : “yattu kasyavidyeti, 
jivanamiti brumah ; nanu na jiva brahmano bhidyante...satyaiti 
paramarthatah ; kalpanaya tu bhidyante ; kasya punah kalpana 
bhedika? na tavad brahmaijah; tasya vidyatmanah kalpanasunyatvat; 
napi jivanam; kalpanayah prak tadabhavat; itaretarasrayaprasangat— 
kalpanadhlno hi jivavibhagal), jivasraya kalpaneti”. 

964. Cf. Ibid. p. 10 : “....anaditvadubhayoravidyajivayor 

bijankurasantanayoriva netaretaras' rayatvamapraklptimavahati....” etc. 

965. Svetasvatara : VI-8. 
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by any factors. The Advaitins may, however, try to prove that 
the Omniscience of the Supreme Being is illusory through 
inference, on the ground that Omniscience consists of the 
cognition of differences ( bhedas ). 

Yamuna points out that the same reason involving 
cognition of differences would itself establish the reality of 
Omniscience, as in the case of the Mimamsa principles of 
exegesis, called sabdantara (usage of different terms), abhyasa 
(repetition,), sahkhyd (number), guna (quality), prakriya (con¬ 
tent) and namadheya (name). 966 In the Purva Mimamsa, the 
above principles are employed to distinguish one rite from 
another, on the basis of the distinction of one apurva from 
another resulting from the performance of those rites. These 
principles, says Yamuna, involve the cognition of difference and 
are also held valid and real. Likewise, since omniscience 
(sarvajhatva) involves the cognition of differences, it should also 
be admitted as valid and real. 

Another incoherence in the Advaitic argument is that if the 
omniscient Brahman, who is ever free from the bonds of 
transmigration Himself forms the asraya of ignotance, there 
could be no means of dispelling such an ignorance at all. 967 The 
Advaitins cannot also say that the validity of texts which speak 
of omniscience is only conventional and that absolute validity is 
accorded only to texts which speak of the oneness of the 
Brahman, for there is no proof for such a claim. 968 A further 


966. SS. R 304 : 

“bhedavabhasagarbhatvadatha sarvajnata mrsa 
tata evamrsa kasmanna syacchabdantaradivat”. 

For a discussion on “sabdantara" etc., see Sdbarabhdsya, Vol. I, 
pp. 94-103 -“sabdantara" under II. ii. i : “abhyasa” under II. ii. 2 ; 
“sahkhyd" under II. ii. 21 ; “guna” under II. ii. 23, et. seq; “prakriya” 
under II. iii. 24 and “namadheya” under II. ii. 22. 

967. SS. p. 305 : 

“sarvajne nityamukte'pi yadyajnanasya sambhavah 
tejaslva tamastasmanna nivarteta kenacit”. 

968. Ibid : p. 306 : 

“sarvajnatvadivacanaprarnanyarii vyavaharikarn 
tattvikam tu pramanatvamadvaitavacasamiti 
niyamakam na pa^yamo nirbandhat tavakadrte”. 
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defect in this theory is that one and the same Brahman cannot 
simultaneously be the asraya as well as the vi$aya of avidyd. 969 
The position cannot be improved by explaining that the 
Brahman, as the entity aham (I) becomes the asraya of avidyd 
and that the same Brahman, in His essential form as Brahman, 
becomes the vi$aya of avidyd, because there is no proof for such 
a differentiation in one and the same Brahman, says Yamuna. 

This differentiation cannot again be attributed to avidyd, 
because avidyd itself is said to depend upon the Brahman for its 
own existence, and thus, as in the first alternative, the defect of 
anyonyasraya makes its appearance. 970 To avoid this fallacy, the 
Advaitins may say that all this is but consistent with the illusory 
character of avidyd. 971 But having claimed everything as unreal 
in this world, they are not entitled to say that defects can be 
pointed out only in real but not illusory entities. 972 Moreover, this 
explanation cannot be accepted as correct, because the criterion 
of the defect called ‘anyonyasraya’ lies in one object being 
dependent upon another which actually depends upon itself for 
its own production or manifestation. So, the fact of an entity 
being an existent one ( vastutva ) cannot be made the criterion of 
this fallacy. 973 


969. Ibid. : “as'rayapratiyogitve parasparvirodhinl 

katham vaikarasaiii brahma saditi pratipadyate”. 

970. Ibid. : p. 307 : 

“rupabhedah kutastyo ’yam yadyavidyaprasadajah 
nanu sapi tadayattetyanyonyas'rayanam punah”. 

971. Cf. Brahmasiddhi, p. 10 : “na hi mayayam kacidanupapattih, 
anupapadyamanarthaiva hi maya”. 

972. SS. p. 307 : 

“avastutvadavidyaya (nedarii taddusanam yadi) 
vastuno dusanatvena tvaya kvedam nirlksitam?” 

Cf. Brahmajhanavalimala (Minor Works of Sankara) : s'l. 20: 
“brahma satyam jaganmithya jlvo brahmaiva naparah” etc. 

973 .SS. p;307: “svasadhyasyapuraskaraddogo ’nyonyasamasrayah” 


etc. 
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Further, avidya, in the Advaitic terminology, is 
anirvacaniya, indefinable either as sat or asat. They say that 
avidya is not an entity (no vastu ). “But if this is true, how can 
avidya form an object of thought and discussion?” asks 
Yamuna. 974 The Advaitins do not at the same time equate the case 
of avidya with that of absolute non-entities like hare's horn and 
the sky-lotus. Again, when they say that avidya cannot also be 
called a non-entity (no avastu ), the double negative would only 
yield a positive sense, viz., that avidya is a real entity. When this 
sort of definition is possible, there is no truth in the Advaitic 
assertion that avidya is indefinable. 976 

Yamuna then proceeds to point out defects in the theory 
that avidya has jiva as its substratum. He asks whether this 
avidya is single or manifold, and also whether the jiva, its 
substrate, is one or manifold. If avidya is one, then the brahma- 
jfidna acquired by sage Suka of yore would itself have put an end 
to it long ago, and as such, the efforts of the Advaitins for mok?a 
would become unnecessary, says Yamuna. 976 

To avoid this charge, the Advaitins introduce the theory 
that there is only one individual self ( eka-jiva ), and that he sees 
the entire world-manifestation as in a dream. Vamadeva, Suka 
and others are mere dream-perceptions of that singleyTua. So, the 
purdpic statements which speak of the attainment of release by 
sages of the past, are only comparable to the statements made 
in a dream to the effect that a particular person had attained 
mok$a, and thus they do not conform to reality. The Advaitins 
say that the theory of Suka and others having attained mok$a 
can be disproved by any one, by the following inference : “The 
distinction of the released and the bound selves is only the 

974. Ibid. : “kincavidya na ced (vastu, vyavaharyam katharii 
bhavet?”). 

975. Ibid. : 

“napyavastviti co(ktau tu vastutvam siddhyati dhruvamj 
(nisidhyate) samastena nana vastviti cet (matam) 
samastena nana vastu prathamam yanni?idhyate 
pratiprasutam vyastena punastaditi vastuta”. 

976. Ibid. p. 308 : 

“sa cedeka, tatassaika sukasya brahmavidyaya 
purvameva nirasteti vyarthaste muktaye sramah”. 
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outcome of avidya belonging to myself ; because this distinction 
is directly experienced like the world of distinctions perceived by 
me in dreams.” 977 

Refuting this Ekajtva theory, Yamuna points out that the 
man who makes the above statement cannot use it against 
another man, who also makes a similar inference to prove that 
everything is illusory. There is also no proof to say that only a 
particular inference is valid, but not the other. These views being 
mutually contradictory, there could be no settled opinion 
regarding the matter, as in the case of the question as to who 
is omniscient, Kapila, the Buddha or somebody, says Yamuna. 978 
The Advaitins maintain that the texts which speak of Suka and 
others as having attained mok?a are invalid like the statements 
regarding mok?a made in a dream. If this is ture, the Advaitins 
too are no exception to this phenomenon and their efforts for 
mok$a would become futile, says the author. 979 

Further, the Advaitins deny that by their self-knowledge, 
Suka and others attained mok$a in the past. Since they have 
disproved mukti for persons of the past, they should likewise 
prove that in future, too, none would attain mok?a which, again, 
would undermine the utility of their spiritual pursuits. They 
should find no difficulty in proving such a thing, because of the 
fact that they can bring in any number of analogies form dream- 
perceptions, points out Yamuna. 980 But the Advaitins might 
answer that the self is ever-released, and as such there is no such 
thing as attaining rnok$a in future; 981 the o nly thing is that the 

977. Ibid. pp. 308-09 : 

“muktamuktadibhedo hi kalpito madavidyaya 
drsyatvan mamakasvapnadrsyabhedaprapaficavat”. 

978. Ibid. p. 309, f : 

“tvadavidyanimittatve yo hetuste vivaksitah 
sa eva hetustasyapi bhavet sarvajiiasiddhivat”. 

979. Ibid. p. 310 : 

“yatha ca svapnamuktyuktisadrsi tadvimuktiglh 
tathaiva bhavato ’plti vyartho moksaya te sramah”. 

980. Ibid.: "yatha tesamabhutaiva purastadatmavidyaya 

muktir bhutocyate tad vat parastadatmavidyaya 
abhavinyeva sa mi thy a bhavinityapadisyatam 
santi ca svapnadrstani drs^antavacanani te”. 

981. Cf. IS. ch. I. p. 29 : “na hi mokso ’praptah prapyate, 
anityatvaprasangat”. 
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self forgets, under the influence of avidya, the fact that it is ever- 
free, like a man who searches for a golden ornament, say, a 
bracelet, forgetting that he has it on his own hand. 982 So, the 
attempts to attain mok?a through brahmavidya, aim at bringing 
to light or manifesting ( vyakti or abhivyakti ) the released nature 
of the self, by dispelling avidya which obscures it, and as such, 
they are fully justified, say the Advaitins. 983 

But Yamuna demands an explanation for the term 
‘abhivyakti’. By * abhivyakti’ should be meant either the essential 
form 0 svarupa ) of self-manifest Consciousness, or knowledge 
assuming a mental state in the form, T am Brahman’ {aham 
brahmasmi ). The first view cannot be maintained because 
Consciousness being eternal and ever-present, it cannot be said 
to come into existence only in the dawn of brahmajhdna. 98i The 
second alternative is equally untenable, for the Advaitins say that 
the direct realisation in the form, “lam Brahman” , constitutes 
brahmajhana itself. Therefore, they cannot describe this 
realisation as the fruit of brahmajhana. 985 Another defect in this 
theory is that brahmajhana is said to arise from such texts as 
“tattvamasi” 985 But since jhdna is said to have a beginning, it 
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cannot be eternal, as a result of which even the released soul 
might get frightened that transmigration would again set in. 987 
Yamuna says that, strictly speaking, avidya cannot form an 
impediment (pratibandha ) in the way of the manifestation 
(i abhivyakti ) of mukti, which the Avaitins claim gs ever-present. 
An impediment is that which prevents the production of an effect, 
even when the causal conditions necessary to give rise to that 
effect are fully present. 988 Since mok$a is admitted by the 
Advaitins as eternal, it cannot be produced at all and as such, 
avidya , described as a pratibandha , cannot at all stand in its way. 
Similar is the case with the cognition, ‘aham biahmasmi’ 989 
because this cognition, which forms the totality of causes 
necessary to produce Brahmanubhava, does not occur to a man 
in safnsdra and as such it cannot be said to be obscured or 
interrupted by avidya. 

Having thus pointed out that the Ekajiva- theory cannot 
account for the spiritual activity of man, Yamuna says that it 
cannot also stand serious scrutiny. Since the Advaitins say that 
jivatva is only the result of the action of avidya on the Brahman , 
they are not justified in saying that there exists a single Self. 990 
This theory also contradicts our practical experience by which 


982. SS. p. 311 : “avidyapratibaddhatvadatha sa nityasatyapi 

asativeti tadvyaktir vidyaphalamupeyate 
hastasthameva hemadi vismrtam mrgyate yatha 
yatha tadeva hastastham avagamyopasamyati”. 

Cf. Atmabodha : p. 16 : si. 44 : 

“atma tu satataiii prapato ‘pyapraptavadavidyaya 
tannase praptavadbhati svakanthabharanam yatha”. 

Cf. also IS. ch. I : p. 29 : “sukhamapyapraptamiveti tatpraptih 
pumarthah, hastagatavismrtasuvarnapraptivat”. 

983. SS. p. 911 : 

“tathaiva mtyasiddhatmasvarupanavabodhatah 
sarhsarinastathabhavo vyajyate brahmavidyaya”. 

984. Ibid. : “yadi svarupasamvit sa, nityaiveti na tat phalam”. 

985. Ibid. : pp. 311-312 : 

“atha brahmahamasmiti sarhvittir vyaktiri?yate 
nanu te brahmavidya sa saiva tasyah phalam katham”. 

986. Chandogya ; VI. viii. 6. 



987. SS. p. 312 : 

“kinca sa tattvamasyadivakyajanya bhavanmate 
utpattimatyanityeti muktasyapi bhayam bhavet”. 

988. Ibid : 

“api ca vyavaharajnassati puskalakarane 
karyam na jayate yena, tamahuh pratibandhakam”. 

989. Ibid. p. 314 : 

“na muktir nityasiddhatvat, na brahmasmlti dhlrapi 
na hi brahmahamasmiti saiiwit pugkalakaranam 
samsarinastadastlti katham sa pratibadhyate”. 

This jhdna, '‘brahmasmi ”, is called “ sdk$atkara ” (direct 
realisation). 

Cf. Pahcadasi : VI-16 : 

“asti brahmeti cedveda paroksajnanameva tat 
aham brahmeti cedveda saksatkarassa ucyate”. 

990. SS, p. 314 : “pratibhasikamekatvam pratibhasaparahatam”. 
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we know that there are many jivas whose activities are real and 
contrasted to those experienced in a dream. Thus, the plurality 
of individual .selves vouchsafed by our practical experience cannot 
be disproved by the Advaitins through logic . 991 

Yamuna further says that one not only sees that there are 
many jivas in this world, but can also infer to the same effect, 
viz., that the physical bodies seen in this world are all ensouled 
like one's own body, on the ground that they also possess different 
activities . 992 The souls thus inferred can again be shown to differ 
from one's own self on the ground that volitions responsible for 
the movements in those bodies must necessarily inhere in 
different individual selves. Even when we infer fire on a hill-top, 
we cannot deny the fact that the hill-fire is different from the fire 
observed in a kitchen, etc., the latter being the positive 
illustration ( sapak$a ) in the process. Likewise, nobody fails to 
notice the difference between his own self and the other selves, 
which are inferred in the manner indicated above. 

If the inferability of other selves is not admitted, the 
Advaitins are again going against the sanctions of secular 
experience and scriptural testimony, says the author . 993 

It might be urged that plurality of souls, like that of 
objects, is again illusory on the ground that it is the result of 
one and the same Safrwit getting conditioned by different 
adjuncts. Yamuna, repudiating this argument, points out that if 
upadhis are taken as the standards of arriving at conclusions, 
then, in one and same physical body, there being diffferent organs 


991. Ibid. pp. 314-15 : 

“yato nah pratibhasante sain sarantah sahasrasah 
asamsarasamucchedam vyavaharasca tatkrtah 
abadhitah pratlyante svapnavrttavilaksanah 
tena yauktikamekatvamapi yuktiparahatam”. 

.992. Ibid. p. 315 : 

“pravrttibhedanumita viruddhamitivrttayah 
tattatsvatmavadanye ’pi, dehino ’sakyanihnavah”. 

993. Ibid. p. 31.6 : 

“na ceccestavisesna paro boddhanumlyate 
vyavaharo ‘valupyeta sarvo laukikavaidikah”. 
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like hands and feet which serve as upadhis, we will have to admit 
the upsurgence of a number of consciousnesses. This cannot be 
accepted, for then the experiences of pleasure or pain located in 
different organs, cannot be comprehended and recollected by a 
single self possessing that body. A further flaw in the Advaitic 
argument is that since Consciousness is single, pervading all 
bodies, pleasures and pains pertaining to those bodies should also 
be recollected by that Consciousness itself, which, however, is 
disproved by common experience . 994 The Advaitins cannot in 
defence of their position, pose the problem that the self should 
recollect all experiences of the previous births also. The self might 
not have recollections from the previous births on account of 
such reasons as the agony of death, the tortures undergone in 
hell, the throes through which the self is born in this world and 
the lapse of time . 996 Moreover, when various pleasures and pains 
arise simultaneously, one has to account for the non-recollection 
of pleasure, etc., and this can be done only by explaining that 
the substrata of pleasure and pain, viz., the selves, differ from 
one another . 996 

Yamuna then refers to another theory which opines that 
there are many individual selves, and that the world-appearance 
has no permanent illusion for all people. “Each person creates 
his own world of illusion for himself, and there is no objective 
datum, which forms the common ground for the illusory 
perception of all men .” 997 Each mem being a separate entity by 
himself, he does not know anything about the other selves. But 


994. Ibid. pp. 316-17 : 

“na caupadhikabhedena meyamatrvibhagadhlb 
svasarirepi tatprapteh, ^irahpanyadibhedatah 
(yatha) tatra sirahpanipadadau vedanodaye 
anusamdhanamekatve, tatha sarvatra te bhavet”. 

995. Ibid. p. 317 : 

“prayanannarakklesat prasutivyasanadapi 
cirativrttal) pragjanmabhoga na smrtigocarah”. 

996. Ibid : “yugapajjayamanesu (sukhduhkhadi?u sphutah) 

asrayasankaras tatra kathamaikyarthavibhramah’ 

997. Vide History of Indian Philosophy by S.N. Dasgupta, Vol. 
I, p. 477. 
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this theory is also defective, according to Yamuna. Here, each 
individual self is said to be completely ignorant of the remaining 
selves, seeing his own dream-objects all the while. Therefore, 
such selves cannot be taken as constituting and running their 
course in this world, wherein we see by common experience that 
all jivas are, in some capacity or other, connected with one 
another. 998 Yamuna has thus refuted the theory of the Advaitins 
that the distinctions of the knower and the known (jndtp and 
jheya) are only due to the impact of avidya on Samvit, which is 
unitary. 

Yamuna then calls in question the Advaitic assertion that 
Safrwit is advitiya, that is to say, it is mere unqualified 
knowledge. This is quite untenable because they declare that 
Samvit is self-manifest, unitary, pervasive and so on, which, in 
other words, is only admitting that it possesses qualities such 
as self-manifestation, unitariness, pervasiveness, etc. 999 These 
characteristics cannot be identified with the very form of Safrwit 
itself so as to avoid the above difficulty. We find that philosophers 
entertain divergent views regarding the characteristics of Samvit, 
even though all of them fundamentally agree that Samvit 
exists. 1000 This divergence of opinion indicates that Safrwit and 
its characteristics like eternity and pervasiveness are mutually 
different but not identical with each other. The Advaitins cannot 
call these attributes illusory, for they are mentioned in the 
Upani$ads, the validity of which has to be admitted even by the 
Advaitins. 1001 But they may explain these qualities as one with 

the essential form of the Brahman Himself. 

_______ — ~ ” 

“paravartanabhijnaste svasvasvapnaikadar small 
katham pravartayeyustam sangadyekanibandhanam”. 

999. Ibid. p. 319 : 

“kinca svayartiprakasatvavibhutvaikatvanityatah 
tvadabhyupeta badheran samvidaste ‘dvitlyatam” 

1000. Ibid : 

“samvideva na te dharmassiddhayamapi sairrvidi 
vivadadars'anattesu, tadrupanam ca bhedatah”. 

1001. Ibid : 

“na ca te bhrantisiddhaste yenadvaitavirodhinah 
tattvavedakavedantavakyasiddha hi te gunah”. 
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Here, there are three alternatives possible, says Yamuna. 
Bliss, truth and the like could either be the pure form of the 
Brahman, or be His attributes, or could themselves be designated 
the Brahman, either individually or collectively. 1002 On the first 
view, viz., that bliss, truth, etc., are identical with pure Brahman, 
terms like Existence ( satya ), Knowledge (jhana ) and Infinity 
C ananta ) occuring in different Upani$ads, would become redun¬ 
dant, since the entity denoted by them remains the same, the pure 
unqualified Brahman. This results in attributing the defect of 
redundnace to terms, found in Vedic texts as well as those 
employed in ordinary parlance. 1003 As a matter of fact, usage of 
different terms like Existence, Knowledge and Infinity with 
regard to the Brahman Himself, suggests the mutual difference 
of those attributes qualifying the Brahman. Another strong 
reason for holding these attributes to be distinct from the form 
of the Brahman is that, although philosophers (whose authority 
is the Veda) are agreed on the fact of the Brahman being the 
Prime Cause of the entire world-manifestation, yet they differ 
among themselves regarding the attributes of the Brahman. This 
difference of opinion would ultimately point out the difference 
between the form of the Brahman and His characteristics such 
as Existence and Knowledge. 1004 

The second alternative, viz., that Existence, Bliss, etc. only 
belong to the Brahman as His characteristics, cannot be 
maintained by the Advaitins, for, then, the declaration that 
Brahman is advitiya, (unqualified), gets sublated. 1006 

The third hypothesis, viz., that each and every attribute 
like Existence and Knowledge becomes identical with Brahman, 
if accepted, would only result in the plurality of Brahman, which 
again undermines His unitary nature.. But the Advaita philoso¬ 
phers take all these attributes like satya and ananta to represent 

1002. Ibid. p. 320 : 

“brahmeti yavannirdistam tanmatram kim sukhadayah 
athava tasya te, yadva, ta eva brahmasamjninah”. 

1003. Ibid : ”adye tattatpadamnanavaiyarthyam vedalokayoh” 

1004. Ibid : “purvoktanitya bhedasca....” etc. 

1005. Ibid. : “dvitiye saiva, taireva brahmapassadvitlyata”. 
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Brahman collectively, even as a collection of trees is taken to 
represent a forest. But this explanation does not improve the 
position, says Yamuna. Thus, just as a forest cannot be 
something totally different from the trees constituting it, so also 
Brahm,an cannot be said to be totally distinct from His 
constituent characteristics like Existence and Knowledge ; and 
there is thus the defect of redundance of terms, as in the previous 
agreement. 1006 

If, on the other hand, Brahman is said to be different from 
these attributes, this would again refute the theory of unqualified 
Brahman. But the Advaitins take the text, “ satyam 
jhanamanantam brahma” 1001 as conveying a general notion of 
identity, like the statement, “prakr$taprakasasavita” 1000 Yamuna 
points out that the terms, “prakar$a” (excellence in comparison 
with other entities) and “ prakds'a” (luminosity), do not convey 
any undifferentiated sense of identity. No statement in co¬ 
ordinate predication ( samanadhikarapya ) can be given as an 
instance of the undifferentiated notion of identity, he adds. The 
terms, “prakasa ” and “ prakar$a ”, clearly bring out the particu¬ 
lar traits of the shining objects, says Yamuna in fine. 1009 

The Advaitins now adopt a different method to achieve 
their end ; they explain terms like ‘jhdna’ and ‘ananta’, not as 
conveying any positive attribute of the Brahman as such. These 
terms, on the other hand, convey a negative sense. Thus, for 
instance by ‘jhdna’ is meant the absence or non-existence 


1006. Ibid : 

“trtlye brahma bhidyeta tanmatratvat pade pade 
tatsamuho ’thava brahma tarubfndavanadivat”. 

1007. Taittiriya Upani$ad : II. i. 1. 

1008. Brahmasiddhi : I. p. 5 : “visisfasya ahladatmanah 
prakasasya candramasyeva sabdad.vayena pratipadananna do§ah; yatha 
ca prakrgtah praka6ah savita iti”. 

SS. p. 320-21 : “prakarsasca prakasasca bhinnavevarkavartinau”. 

1009. Ibid. SS. p.321: “tena na kvapi vakyartho ’vibhago ‘sti 
nidarsanam”. 
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{abhava or apoha ) of ‘ajhana’ (called ‘jadya’ by Yamuna); 1010 by 
‘ananda’ is meant the absence of misery ( duhkha ) and so on. This 
negation, according to the Advaitins, is merely of the form of the 
substratum ( adhikarana ), viz., the Brahman. 

Here again, a three-fold alternative is posed by Yamuna. 1011 
The ‘apoha’ or non-existence might be. really existent Or non¬ 
existent, or be quite indefinable as either existent or non-existent. 
If non-existences or apohas do really exist, then Brahman cannot 
be described as ‘advitiya’. If, on the other hand, these apohas do 
not really exist it would only imply the existence of qualities like 
ajhana and duhkha in the Brahman Himself, which, however, 
is inadmissible. The third alternative, viz., that apoha or abhava 
is something indefinable either as sat or asat, has already been 
refuted by him, says Yamuna. Moreover, if the apohas are of the 
form of the Brahm.zn Himself, and also indefinable as either sat 
or asat, then Brahman too would become similar to inanimate 
objects such as a pot; 1012 

Further, the Advaitins should admit that terms like 1 jnana’ 
and ‘ ananda’ convey senses that are opposed to those conveyed 
by terms like ‘jadya.’ and ‘ duhkha ’ respectively, which are 
purported to be negated. If this distinction is not admitted 
between ‘jhdna’ and ‘ ajhana’ and between ‘ananda’ and 
‘duhkha’, the term ‘negation’ carries no sense at all. So, terms 
like ‘jnana’ and ‘ananda’ would ultimately convey a specific sense 
of opposedness to ‘ajhana’ and ‘duhkha’ and Brahman would 
again become qualified. 1013 


1010. Ibid. 

“jadyaduljkhadyapohena yadyekatraiva vartita 
j nananadadis abdanam na satassadvitlyata”. 

1011. Ibid : “apohah kim na santyeva, santo va, nobhaye ’pi va?” 

1012. Ibid : “sattve sat sadvitlyam syat jadadyatmakata pare 

sadasadvyatirekoktihpurvameva parakrta 
tathatve ca ghatadibhyo brahmapi na visi§yate”. 

1013. Ibid. p. 322 : 

kincapohyqjadatvadiviruddharthasamarpane 
naiva tattadapohyeta tadekarthaih padairiva”. 

The Advaitins themsleves admit that even for negation, a 
particular from of the entity to be negated has to be accepted. Cf. 
Brahmasiddhi : II. 61. 2: p. 44: “labdharupe kvacit kincit tadrgeva 
nisidhyate”. 
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Moreover, abhava (or apoha) does not convey the absence 
of knowledge regarding an entity. Rather, it is of the form of mere 
substratum ( adhikarapa ), devoid of its counter-correlative, viz,, 
the object which is not cognised while the conditions necessary 
for its cognition are present. This is from the viewpoint of those 
who hold abhava as a form of knowledge. Abhava can even be 
explained as a positive entity obtained in a substratum, when its 
pratiyogin (counter-correlative) is not cognised while it is 
competent enough to be cognised. Therefore, ‘ abhava ’, in other 
words, is a positive characteristic found in a substrate. Thus, for 
example, when we say, ‘There is no pot on the ground’, we are 
admitting the existence of the substratum, ground, which, 
however, is devoid of the object, pot. So, the Advaitic claim for 
an undifferentiated Consciousness, Brahman, becomes 
untenable. 1014 

Yamuna then criticises the Advaitic contention that the 
universe is sadasadanirvacaniya, indefinable either as existent or 
non-existent. There is no proof for such a view, says Yamuna. 
Thus, pratyak$a (Perception) does not prove that the objects in 
this world are anirvacaniya. We, by common experience, know 
that Perception and other means of knowledge produce correct 
cognitions in us regarding particular entities, and the cognition 
born out of one means of knowledge is distinct from the cognition 
produced by another means. Thus, when we see a blue object, we 
have the cognition regarding blueness and when we see a white 
crystal, we have cognition regarding whiteness, which cognitions 
are mutually distinct from each other. 1016 

Similar is our experience with regard to the cognition of 
tastes. The taste of sweetness in milk is known to be distinct from 
the bitterness of margosa and so on and so forth. So, the 
distinction of one cognition from another is a matter of common 
experience, and the Vedic vyavahara is also based fundamentally 

1014. SS. p. 322 : ~ ~~~ 

“pratiyogini drsye tu ya bhavantaramatradhih 
saivabhava itlhapi sabdhiste sadvitiyata”. 

1015. Ibid. p. 323 : 

“bhutabhautikabhedanam sadasadvyatirekita 
kuto ‘vaslyate? kinnu pratyaksader utagamat”, etc. 
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on such a distinction of cognitions. So the Advaitins are not 
justified in saying that pratyak§a or Perception proves that the 
world-phenomenon is anirvacaniya. They have to admit the 
existence of a variety of entities in this world, possessing specific 
and distinct forms. 1016 The Advaitins might, however, agree that 
the entities in this world appear to be existent, but go on to argue 
that there is no proof or basis for such an appearance. 1017 Yamuna 
suggests that they, on the strength of the practical observation 
of different entities in this world, should infer the root-cause of 
such a phenomenon, which would determine the reality of our 
perceptions. 1018 Moreover, since our cognitions regarding different 
entities arise only when means like pratyak$a and anumana 
function, but not in their absence, it is reasonable to suppose that 
the knowledge these means produce, is in general, valid. 1019 Direct 
perception which arises from non-defective sense-organs would 
only cognise bheda or difference of entities, but never their 
identity. 

It might be urged that Perception cannot at one and the 
same time, cognise both the substrate and the difference that 
subsists in it, for two reasons. For a cognition of the substrate, 
no cognition of the counter-correlative (pratiyogin) is necessary, 
whereas for the cognition of bheda, the cognition of its counter¬ 
correlative becomes essential. Perception cannot even be said to 
cognise the substrate first and the difference (bheda) next, by 
reason of its momentary character. Nor is it possible to identify 
the substratum and difference (bheda) with their respective 
cognitions. The Advaitins thus conclude that pratyak$a merely 
cognises the form of objects presented to our sense-organs and 
that the cognition of difference (bheda) does not conform to 
reality 

1016. Ibid : p. 324. 

1017. Ibid : “satyaiii pratltirastyasya mulam nastiti cet...” 

Cf. IS. ch. I. p. -2 : “satyaiii, prasiddhirasti....kintu nasya mulam 
pa sy amah”. 

1018. SS. p. 324 : “sa cedasti tasya (taya) mulam kalpyatam 
karyabhutaya”. 

1019. Ibid : “klptam cendriyalingadi tadbhavanuvidhanatah”. 
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But this view of the Advaitins is based upon their lack of 
correct knowledge regarding the significances of the vijdtiya and 
sajdtlya differences that an object possesses, that is, distinctions 
from dissimilar and similar things. The moment we perceive an 
object, we percive it as different from other entities of the same 
class and also from those of a separate class. This is similar to 
the non-apprehension of a pot on the ground, for instance, which 
is understood by mere observation of the ground, while 
conditions favourable for the perception of the pot are fully 
present. One and the same entity, with reference to different 
correlatives, gives rise to different verbal usages ( vyavah&ra ). For 
example, an object six inches long is called shorter, only when 
it is compared with an object longer than itself and the same 
object is also termed longer, with reference to a shorter object. 1020 
So, bheda, which constitutes the very form of objects, is cognised 
the moment an object is seen. Verbal reference to bheda, however, 
arises only when the counter-coiTelatives are involved. That is 
why the world of multiplicity cognised by direct perception 
possesses many modes and forms that are peculiar to each object 
and as such, none can deny its reality. 1021 

___________ “ 

“yaugapadyakramayogadvyavacchedavidbanayoh 
aikyayogacca bhedo na pratyakga iti yo bhramah 
bhedetarabhavavivekagrahaijena sah (sic.) 
svarupameva bhavanam pratyak§ena parisphurat 
bhedavyaharahetussyat pratiyogivyapekgaya”. 

The verse, “yaugapadya....” etc. is quoted and explained by 
Sudarsana in his commentary on Sribhd?ya, Vol. I, p. 82. 

Ci. Brahmasiddhi: II. 61.1.: “ahurvidhatrpratyak?am na ni^eddhr 
vipascitah”. 

Also Ibid : II. tfl. 4 : 

“vidhanameva naikasya vyavacchedo ’nyagocarah 

masma bhudavisegena ma na bhudekadhijusam”. 

1021. SS. pp. 325-26 : 

“evariivyavasthitanekaprakarakaravattaya 

pratyaksasya prapancasya tadbhavo ’sakyanihnavah”. 
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Yamuna has thus proved that pratyak§a only establishes 
the reality of world-existence and not its indefinability, as claimed 
by the Advaitins. He then points out that scriptural texts too are 
not in their favour. Scriptures cannot be cited as a proof to the 
indefinability of the world, because the sole intention of the 
scriptures is in establishing something that is to be accomplished 
through action ( karya) but not the indefinability of an existent 
(,siddha ) thing. 1022 This reply, it should be noted, is purely from 
the viewpoint of the Mimamsakas. Even from the standpoint of 
the Vedantins who hold that scriptures speak of already 
established entities, the Advaitic position cannot be correct, 
because scriptures do not teach anything indefinable. 1023 

Moreover, the phrase, “neither sat nor asat”, does not 
convey any sense at all, says Yamuna. Inference too cannot 
establish the anirvacaniyatva —indefinability—of the world of 
difference. The Advaitins say that the world cannot be non¬ 
existent (asat) for the reason that it is cognised as existent (sat), 
and also that it cannot be existent (sat) for the reason that it 
is sublated. The reason employed by the Advaitins is only a fallacy 
or a semblance of reason (hetvdbhasa), for we can conclude by 
that reason that the world is both existent (sat) as well as non¬ 
existent (asat), says the author. Since the world is cognised, it 
can be called sat ; it can also be called asat since it is sublated. 
Therefore, when this definition is possible, the Advaitins cannot 
posit indefinability to the world. 1024 The point to be noted here 
is that the factors of “existence” and “non-existence” become 
contradictory only when they are posited with one and the same 
entity in its essential form. As has already been pointed out, there 
is no contradiction in one and the same entity becoming existent 
as well as non-existent, when the influence of delimiting adjuncts 
like place and time is accepted. 1025 

1022. Ibid. p. 326 : “agamah karyani?thatvadldrs'e ’rthe na tu 
prama”. 

1023. Ibid. : “pramapye ’pyanvayayogyapadarthatvanna 
bodhakah”. 

1024. Ibid. : 

“nasat pratiter; badhacca na sadityapi yanna tat 
pratltereva sat kim na? badhannasat kuto jagat?”. 


1025. See p. 257 above. 
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Refuting the Advaitic theory of ‘anirvacaniyatva’ through 
logic, Yamuna poses two alternatives : “Is the mithyatva (illusory 
character) attributed by the Advaitins to this world, real or 
unreal?” he asks. It cannot be real, for then, there being two real 
entitites, the oneness of the Brahman becomes sublated. On the 
other view, viz., that the ‘ mithyatva’ is unreal, the Advaitic 
position is utterly disproved, because what is not unreal become 
real and the Advaitins, therefore, have to admit the reality of the 
world-phenomenon. 1026 

Yamuna then criticises the Advaitic conception of the 
Monism of Existence ( sadadvaita), that there is but a single 
Existence (sat) in the world and that the existences of all other 
objects in this world is illusory. This is called the ‘ sadadvaita’ 
theory. But all the means of valid knowledge cognise the objects 
in this world as they are, and these objects are also found to be 
distinct not only from one another, but also from absolute non¬ 
existent entities such as a hare's born and sky-lotus. Thus, when 
we, say, for instance, “There exists a pot” (ghato 'sti ), we are 
positing existence with the pot; we are not equating it with non¬ 
existent entities or with a different object such as a piece of 
cloth. 1027 Our cognitions, which are the form, “This is a pot”, 
“This is a cloth” and so on, point to the existence of a variety 
of objects, and thus one has to admit the plurality of existence. 

But the Advaitins might put forth the following argument. 
When we say “ghofo ‘sti’” (There is a pot), there are two things 
spoken of—the object pot and the existence of the pot. Now the 
Advaitins ask as to what is actually conveyed by the term 'astV 
(exists, or is). If mere existence (sattva) is said to be conveyed 
by the term, to the exclusion of all entities, it only contributes 


1026. See SS : pp. 326-27. 

1027. Ibid. pp. 327-28 : 

“sarvanyeva pramamlni svam svamartham yathoditam 
asato 'rthantarebhyasca vyavacchindanti bhanti nah 
tathahiha ghato ’stlti yeyam dhlrupajayate 
sa tada tasya nabhavam patatvam vanumanyate”. 
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to their theory of “sadadvaita” , according to which existence is 
unitary but not manifold. If, on the other hand, it is said that 
the term ‘ asti.’ in the above statement indicates something other 
than mere existence, this is what the Advaitins claim as 
‘indefinable’ either as ‘sat’ or ‘asaf. So, either of the two views 
is to be admitted, they say. 1028 

But this is not a genuine argument, says Yamuna. 
According to him, if the Advaitins want to apply this analysis 
to statements like “ghafo ’sti” and establish anirvacaniyatva 
(indefinability) with regard to each and every object, such an 
analysis will have to be extended to Upani$adic texts such as 
“asti brahma ” 1029 also, as there is no reason as to why this 
analysis should not be applied universally Other Upani§adic 
texts like ‘anando brahma” 1030 and “satyafn jnanamanantam 
brahma” 1031 will also be reduced to the same fate of 
‘anirvacaniyatva’ through this type of analysis. Yamuna further 
points out that the same argument, when applied to the Advaitic 
declaration, “prapahcahsadasadanirvacaniyah”, 1032 would result 
in the world being something different from sadasadanirvacaniya, 
that is to say, definable, which, however, is directly opposed to 
the Advaitic intentions. 

Therefore, points out Yamuna in conclusion, when we 
make such statements as ‘ghato ’sti’ and “pato 'sti”, we are 
positively asserting the reality of objects like a pot and a piece 
of cloth, possessing particular forms and modes. So, what is 
meant by the existence (satta) of an entity is the real existence 
of that particular entity in its essential form and modes, as 
distinguished from those of other entities of similar and 
dissimilar classes. This existence (satta), which is the meaning 


1028. Ibid : p. 328. 

1029. Taittiriya Upani?ad : II. 6. 1. 

1030. Ibid. : III. 6. 

1031. Ibid. : II. i. 1. 

1032. Cf. Tattvopadesa (Minor Works of Sankara) : p. 23 : 61s. 
52-53a : 

“vidyate na svatal) sattvam nasatah sattvamasti va 
badhyatvannaiva saddvaitam nasat pratyaksabhanatah 
sadasanna viruddhatvadato ’nirvacyameva tat”. 
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of the verbal root “as” (to be), is dependent upon other factors 
also, as for instance, the agent of action. Therefore, there is no 
truth in the Advaitic assertion that the existence of objects is 
unitary and independent. 1033 

The author then proceeds to examine the conception of the 
Monism of Consciousness ( Cidadvaita ), that there is only one 
Consciousness and that the plurality of consciousness is only 
illusory. This view is untenable, he says, because we experience 
the plurality of cognitions in our everyday life. These cognitions 
differ according to the objects, the agents and the means of 
knowledge. Even when the Advaitins say that Sarnvit (Conscious¬ 
ness) is devoid of all attributes, they, in other words, are only 
positing the quality of ‘attributelessness’ (nirvis'e?atva) with 
Sarnvit. That is why they have to accept that cognitions are 
varied and distinct from, but not identical with the external 
objects. It is to be noted here is that Yamuna has already refuted 
the view which equates the cogniser (jndtf) and the cognised 
{Jheya) with cognition (jnana ) itself, 1034 

The Advaitins might argue that since knowledge and its 
object are presented together in a cognition, the latter cannot be 
distinguished from the former. Since the cogniser and the 
cognised which are not self-luminous are represented invariably 
together with self-luminous Consciousness ( sarnvit- 
sahopalambha), they cannot be distinguished from Sarnvit. So, 
the world of plurality of the knowers and the known is only the 
result of Vivarta —Transfiguration of Sarnvit, contend the 
Advaitins. 1035 

It may be noted that the idealistic Yogacafa Buddhists who 
also adopt the sahopalambha argument, try to explain the 
external forms of objects such as a blue pot, yellow cloth, etc., 
as mere creations of vdsana (latent impressions) and that they 
are thus illusory. The Advaitins say that the distinctions are all 
created in Consciousness through ignorance (avidya). Refuting 

1033. SS. pp. 328-29. 

1034. Ibid : pp. 329-330. 

1035. Ibid. p. 330-31. 
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these views, Yamuna says that they are opposed to our practical 
experience. Ocular perception vouchsafes the mutual distinctions 
of cognisers, cognitions and the objects cognised, and this point 
cannot be disproved through Inference. Thus, for instance, when 
we perceive an object, there arises the dear judgement in the 
form, ‘I know this’ ( ahamidam samvedmi ); and this judgement 
involves the triple entity—the cognition, the cogniser and the 
cognised, each clearly marked off from the other. Therefore, 
Inference which tries to prove something directly opposed to 
Perception cannot be accepted as valid, 

Further, the Advaitins cannot achieve their end through 
sahopalambha reasoning. The reason, “being presented to¬ 
gether” 0 sahopalambha ), implies the acceptance of two entities 
(for, the term ‘saha’ means ‘along with’). This co-presentation 
can take place only in the case of two different entities. Even the 
Advaitins have to accept this because they cannot say Conscious¬ 
ness is presented along with Consciousness itself. So, the entity 
that is presented along with Sarnvit should necessarily be distinct 
from it. 1036 

It may, however, be urged that in the state of deep sleep 
knowledge exists in its mere unqualified form without the 
association of any entity and that the objects do not have this 
characteristic, viz., independent manifestation so much so that 
knowledge alone becomes real and eternal and that the objects 
cognised in external experience are merely illusory. But this 
explanation disproves the assertion of the Advaitins themselves, 
says the author. They say that mere Sarnvit shines forth in deep 
sleep, without any presentation of the object-content. If we apply 
the sahopalambha-argument here, it would mean that just as 
Sarnvit can exist without any object, so also, the object can exist 
even without Sarnvit, which only establishes the independent 
character of objects. If this is not admitted, the Advaitins cannot 

1036. Ibid. pp. 331-32 : 

“maivam smarthan paribhavah pratyak^ena baliyasa 
samraksyamanabhedaste nanumananuvartinah”; 
“praytaksapratipaksarh ca nanumanam pravartate”; 

“kinca hetur viruddho'yam sahabhavo dvayoryatah 
tavapi na hi samvittissvatmana saha bhasate”. 
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employ the sahopalambha- argument, so much so that the reason 
sahopalambhatva (being presented together), would become 
asidda (unestablished). 

The sahopalambha-ai'gument is also vitiated by the fallacy 
of vyabhicara in the instance of individual cognitions of different 
objects like a pot and a cloth. If the sahopalambha-rule were 
applied here, it would mean that a pot can also be cognised by 
the cognition which apprehends a piece of cloth and so on, which 
is absurd. If, however, the Advaitins do not admit the validity 
of the sahopalambha-reasoning, this only strengthens the 
standpoint of the Siddhantin, since the entire range of cognisable 
objects, along with their internal features of universal ( samanya) 
and particular ( vise$a ) stands clearly distinguished from Con¬ 
sciousness. 

Form this point onwards, the text of the Sarrwitsiddhi 
breaks off, which incidentally marks the end of the work itself. 

* * * * 

MISSING PASSAGES OF THE SAMVITSIDDHI- A STUDY 

We have already pointed out in the beginning 1037 that some 
of the passages missing from the available text of the Samvitsiddhi 
are quoted by Sudars anasuri in his commentary on Ramanuja's 
Sribhd?ya. The passages quoted by Vedantadesika in some of his 
works are identical with those quoted by Sudarsana. 

The passages quoted by Sudarsanasuri are : 

I. “yadyaprakas'amand dhih kadacidavati$thate 


ghafadaviva tatrdpi kalpaniyam prahdsakam” 103 * 


1037. See p. 140 above. 

1038. See Sribhd?ya with Srutaprakdsika (Vidyatarangiiii Press, 
Mysore) Vol. I: p. 85. Sudarsana introduces these lines with the remark: 
“yatha samvitsiddhau-' yadyaprakasamana dhlli kadacidavati§thate’ 
ityarabhya ‘ghafadaviva tatrapi kalpaniyam iti”, by which we can infer 
that some portion is missing between these two lines. 
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From the context, in appears that these lines put forth the 
Advaitic argument regarding the self-luminous character of 
Samvit. Samvit, the Advaitins say, should be admitted as self- 
luminous because, when it exists, it would manifest its own self 
also, unlike a pot, etc. If Samvit is said to simply exist, without 
manifesting itself, then, as in the case of a pot and the like, it 
becomes necessary to posit some other entity which would 
manifest this Samvit. The point here is that there would be the 
defect of anavasthd if another factor manifesting Samvit is 
admitted. Since Samvit does not stand in need of any other thing 
other than itself for its manifestation, it has to be admitted as 
self-luminous, say the Advaitins. 

II. The next passage quoted is : 

“ghato ’yamiti vijnane ghatamatram prakasate 

na vittiriti yu$makam go$thi$u nanu ghusyate" 1039 

This, occuring in the same context as the above, puts forth 
the Advaitins* ctiticism of the Bhafta-view that in all objective 
cognitions, the objects jdone-are presented first and that there 
would be no question of the manifestation of Samvit at that time. 
It is only later, as in the reflective judgement, ‘I know this pot’, 
that the cognition ( samvit ) becomes manifest. This view of the 
Bhdttas is referred to in the above couplet. 

III. Another passage, of the same context, is : 

“atite ’ndgate earths katham prakatyasamhhavah 

na hi dharmipyasatyeva dharmah sambhavamrcchati” mo 

The Bhdttas try to infer the existence of knowledge in a 
man regarding the object he sees, through the adventitious 
property called 1 prakatya’ (manifestedness) pertaining to the 
object. The verse quoted above controverts this view of the 
Bhdttas, from the Advaitic standpoint. Since prakatya is admitted 
by the Bhdttas as a property of objects, it is difficult for them 
to explain as to how this prakatya could pertain to objects of the 

1039. Ibid. 

1040. See Sribhasya with Srutaprakdsika : Vol. I : p. 87. 
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past and future, which do not exist at the present moment. It 
is clear that mere attributes cannot exist without a substratum. 
But we are able to render objects of past and future fit for 
cognition through remembrance and imaginative thinking, and 
hence the untenability of the Bhdtta- theory of ‘prdkatya’. 

IV Another verse quoted by Sudarsana is : 

“tadevdpasyatdfn sarvas'unyatvat bibhyatam satdrn 

gatissvayamprakasatvddrte ndnyopalabhayate” 1 

This verse again puts forth the Advaitic criticism of the 
Bhatfa^v iew regarding Safnvit. In the previous quotation, it has 
been pointed out that ‘prdkatya’ cannot be made the property of 
objects. Therefore, knowledge cannot be inferred through the 
property ‘manifestedness’ {prdkafya ), and no other knowledge 
can also be assumed to manifest the first cognition arising out 
of the sense-object contact. Therefore, admission of self-luminous 
character with regard to Consciousness {safnvit) becomes a 
necessity. If this is not admitted, Safnvit would become non¬ 
existent and all that depends upon it would also turn out to be 
non-existent. 
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CHAPTER V 

YAMUNA'S PHILOSOPHY 


Having given in the foregoing sections a detailed analysis 
and account of the treatment of important concepts of philosophy 
from different works of Yamunacarya, we shall now bring 
together and present, in a codified and succinct manner, 
Yamuna's concepts of (a) the individual self (jiva), (b) the 
Supreme Self ( Isvara ), (c) the relation between God and the world 
of spirit and matter, (d) mok?a and the role of Laksjml (e) bhakti 
and prapatti (s'aranagati) —the means of mukti and (f) the 
characteristics of the state of mukti. 

(a) Individual Self {Jiva) : 

The individual self, according to Yamuna, is quite distinct 
from the physical body, the senses, the mind, the vital breath and 
the intellect. It is self-luminous, eternal, subtle and distinct in 
each body ; that is, there are as many individual selves as there 
are bodies. The soul is essentially blissful. 1042 It is these 
characteristics that Yamuna establishes with regard to the self 
in his Atmasiddhi. 

While establishing the above, Yamuna refutes the purely 
materialistic position taken by the Carvakas, the idealistic 
position of the VijMnavadin Buddhists, the Advaitic view of the 
atman being one and of the nature of consciousness, and lastly 
the Nydya conception of individual selves, which is not far 
removed from that of Yamuna himself. The essential tenet of 
Yamuna is that jnana is an integral and inseparable attribute 
of the jiva; that is, he is opposed to the Advaitic conception of 
the atman as of the form of pure knowledge. The atman is self- 
luminous and not dependent upon any other factor or condition, 
as contended by the Mimamsakas. According to the Bhattas and 
the Prabhakaras, atman is not self-manifest. It depends upon 
jnana either as its substratum or as something inferred 
therefrom, and as such, cannot be self-luminous. These views are 


1042. AS. p. 17 : 

dehendriyamanahpranadhibhyo ‘nyo’ nanyasadhanah 
nityo vyapi pratik?etramatma bhinnassvatassukhi” 
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also refuted by Yamuna at great length. Another important thing, 
according to Yamuna, as according to Ramanuja, is that the 
individual self is arj.ii or atomic in size. Although the text relating 
to this topic is not available, this is to be taken as his view, from 
this statement that the atman is “vyapi” , 1049 which, according to 
Ramanuja, means “arju”. 1044 The word “vyapi”, indicates that the 
jiva feels pleasure and pain in any part of the body though his 
Attributive Consciousness ( dharmabhutajnana ) which pervades 
the entire body. 

Yamuna has also, in the course of his arguments, refuted 
the Advaita and the Prdbhdkara views that the entity ‘ aham ’ (I) 
does not constitute the self. He has proved that the atman is 
identical with the entity called ‘ aham' (I) and that it continues 
to exist even in states of deep sleep and mok$a. He has also 
stressed that mok$a ceases to become a human end (puru$artha ) 
if it is devoid of the idea of T (aham) pertaining to the self. The 
word “aham” means self-awareness which is experienced by all 
living beings. It does not in this context, either mean “pride” or 
“ahahkara”, a product of prakrti. 

According to Yamuna, the means of establishing the jiva 
as distinct from the body, senses, etc., is two-fold : sruti and 
Srutyarthdpatti, i.e., presumption arising from the incompatibil¬ 
ity of Vedic texts. 1048 In this connection, he has also controverted 
the position taken by the Sdhkhyas and the Naiyayikas who try 
to prove the existence of the self through Inference ( anumana ). 
The Sdhkhyas infer the atman on the ground that it is the entity 
subserved by other collocations (sahghata), that it is the reverse 
of the trinity of ‘gupas’ etc., whereas the Naiyayikas infer it on 
the ground of its being the substrate of qualities like iccha and 
jhdna. These inferences, says Yamuna, may infer some seat for 
the gurjas, or some entity that is subserved by collocations and 
so on, but they fail to show specifically that that particular entity 
is the atman itself. 

1043. See the above verse, second line. 

1044. See Sribhasya under I. i. 1 : Vol. I : p. 154. 

1045. Cf. AS. pp. 139-40 : 

“kalantarabhavisvargadisadhanavidhayascaksipanti dehadivyatiriktam 
nityam cetanamiti srutitadanupapattipramarjako ‘yam pratyagatmeti”. 
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Yamuna also points out that means of knowledge 
(pramdna ) like Inference and Agama are necessary for us to 
grasp the real nature of the self. The most important among these 
pramapas, according to him, is yogic perception. 

(b) The Supreme Self ( Isvara) : 

As already pointed out, the Isvarasiddhi of Yamuna, which 
purports to deal with the question of a Supreme Creator-God for 
the universe of matter and spirit, is not completely available. 
After refuting the Mimdmsaka's views that God is pot necessary 
and presenting the Nydya-v iew of God, the text breaks off 
somewhat abruptly. It is from Ramanuja's works and in a general 
way, from Yamuna's Stotraratna and the Catussloki which 
describe the Supreme, we can form an idea of Yamuna's concept 
of God. 

From the opening verse of the available text of the 
Isvarasiddhi, 1046 it apppears that the Supreme Being is the Prime 
Controller of the universe. From different verses in the 
Stotraratna, we gather that the Lordship of the Supreme Being 
in unexcelled and natural with Him, 1047 that the whole universe 
is but a fragement of His Being, 1048 and that He is possessed of 
infinite good qualities. 1049 That is, as against the Advaitic 
conception of the unqualified nirgupa-Brahman, for Yamuna, 
Brahman is sagurja. In the stanza, “na deham” 1060 we have the 
concept of the se§atva of the univer se, of which we shall say more 
later on. Unlike the Advaitin who holds the Supreme Being as 
of the form of knowledge (jhdna), Yamuna regards the Supreme 
Being as the possessor of knowledge. Among His infinite 
qualities, that which draws the devotee's devotion, is grace (daya) 


1046. Cf. IS. p.225: “tatra kasyacidekasya vase visvampravartate” 

1047. Cf. SR. : Sis. 6 and 11a. 

1048. Cf . Ibid. SI. 12c, d : 

“kasyajaitayutasataikakalariisakariise 
vis'vam vicitracidacitpravibhagavj-ttam” 

1049. Cf. Ibid. SI. 18 : “vasi vadanyo...samastakalyai)agunamrto- 
dadhih” 

1050. Ibid. s'l. 57 : 

“na deham...nanyat kimapi tava se$atvavibhavat 
bahirbhutam natha! k^anamapi sahe” 

















YAMUNA'S PHILOSOPHY 


300 


which blesses him with salvation. From Ramanuja's works 1051 
which are based on Yamuna's, we can add that as Creator, God 
for Yamuna is both upaddna (the material cause) and nimitta 
(the efficient cause) of the universe and not merely nimitta, as 
for the Naiydyikas. 

The pramarpa that establishes the Supreme Bieng, accord¬ 
ing to Yamuna, would seem to be dgama —scriptural statements, 
as in the case of the individual selves. Yamuna, who had refuted 
Inference ( anumdna ) as a means of establishing the existence of 
the jiva, would not have accepted its instrumentality in 
establishing the Supreme. 1062 

According to Yamuna, there are three realities in this 
world: cit, acit and Isvara. 1063 The world of spirit and matter is 
only an aspect of the Supreme Being, Isvara. The very opening 
verse of the Atmasiddhi points out that the entire world of men 
and matter runs its course under the. will of the Divine Couple, 
“Sriman” (Laic?mi-Nar ayapa). 1064 

The Godhead, according to our author, constitutes the 
Supreme Being Narayapa in association with His Consort, 
Lak?mi. The concept of God in His motherly aspect of love and 
affection for the creation, gave rise to the concept of Lak?mi and, 
according to Yamuna, Lak?mi, by virtue of her close association 
with the Lord, can mediate between man and the Lord. We have 
also, in the section on the Srisluti (Catussloki) of our author, 
described the origin and growth of this concept of God and His 
Consort, 1066 which might be said to have attained its consumma¬ 
tion in the Visitfadvaita, in the Divine, All-powerful and Merciful 
Couple of Srimannarayaija. The author has also stressed the 
philosophical necessity of such a concept by saying that one who 
seeks liberation should resort to Sri and Vi§pu, one after the 
other, whole-heartedly. 1066 

1051. Vide Vedarthasahgraha : p. 31 : “...upadanakaranatvam 
pratipadya nimittakaranamapi tadeveti pratipadayanti...” 

1052. Cf. AS-.- p. 139 : “...anumaniklmapyatmasiddhimaaradda- 
dhanahsrautlmeva tam srotriyassangirante”. 

1053. Cf. SR. si. 4 : “tattvena yascidacidisvara...” etc. 

Cf. also AP. p. 87 : “svayogamahimapratyaksatattvatrayali” 

1054. AS. p. 1 : “prakrtipurusakala...snmati prlyamane” etc. 

1055. See pp. 18-30 above. 

1056. See sis. 2 and 3 of the CS. and also pp. 42-44 above. 
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(c) The relation between God and the world of spirit and 
matter : 

It appears from the introductory part of the Atmasiddhi 
that the author originally dealt with the relation that exists 
between the Supreme Being and the world of sentient and 
insentient entities. 1067 But the gap in the text does not allow us 
to know what Yamuna actually said on this point. 

The Brhadararpyaka passages quoted by Yamuna towards 
the end of the extant text of the Atmasiddhi 1068 present a clear 
picture of the relation between God and the world of spirit and 
matter : “yasya prthivi sariram ; yasyapafp sariram ; yasyatma 
Sariram”. 1069 The relation subsisting between the world of spirit 
and matter, and the Supreme Being is that which subsists 
between the body and its soul— darira-atma-bhava or s'arira- 
sariri-bhava. God is the inner self ( antaryamin ) of the individual 
selves as well as the material world. Yamuna, introducing the 
above Upani$adic texts, says “ antaryamibrahmarpe” , 1060 and thus 
it is clear that our statement is quite in accordance with 
Yamuna's concept of the relation between God and man. The point 
to be noted here is that the individual self has the Supreme Being 
as its inward self directly, whereas the prakp-ti has Him as inward 
self, indirectly, that is, through the medium of the jiva. The 
passage “yasyatma sariram” is of special significance for us 
because it not only points out the difference between the Lord 
and the jiva but also strengthens our statement about s'arira- 
sariri relation. This is found in the Mpdhyandina-recension of 
the Upani?ad, says Ramanuja in his Sribhasya. (1.2.19). 

Some of the passages of the Samvitsiddhi also corroborate 
the above concept : 

Cf. Samvitsiddhi: pp. 275-76 : 

“pado ’sya vis'vd bhutani tripddasyamrtafn divi 

ityadikassamastasya taditthambhavataparah” 

1057. Cf. pp. 12-13 : “tatha atmaparamatmanossambandhe'pi”, etc. 

1058. Cf. pp. 21.4-15 : “ata eva hyantaryamibrahmane” etc. 

1059. Brhadaranyaka : V-7. 

1060. See note 1068. 
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The entire universe (samasta ) of sentient and insentient 
entities is only a mode ( itthambhdva ) or prakdra of the Supreme; 
that is to say, the relation between the world and God is what 
is called prakdra-prakari-bhava, which in later terminology, can 
to be characterised as garira-s'airi-bhava. 

Cf another passage from the Sarhvitsiddhi: pp. 277-78 : 
“cinanyat kdrat}dt kdryafn pdvakdt visphulihgavat ”. 

This passage points out that the Supreme Being is the root- 
cause of the entire world-manifestation and that the world has 
emerged out of Him like sparks from fire, which means that it 
is His own aspect. The concept involving the simile, “pdvakdt 
visphulihgavat”, indeed, goes back to the Athrvanika-srtuti : 
“tadetat satyamyatha sudiptat pdvakdt visphulihgahsahasras'ah 
prabhavante sarupah, tathd ak$arat vividhassomya bhavdh 
prajdyante ”. 1061 

Cf. another passage from the Samvitsiddhi : p. 279 : 
“tfrahmatmand atmalabho'yam prapancah cidacinrnayah”. 

This passage speaks out that the world of cit and acit 
attains its full status only by having the Brahman as its inward 
self and thus the relation of the sarira-saririn becomes more 
clear. This relation is further called “tadatmya”. 

Cf. Samvitsiddhi, p. 293: “asakrt tattvamitydhatMa.txa.ySim’’ 
etc. This tadatmya or identity should be understood not as 
essential identity, but as identity in terms of the sarira-sariri- 
relation, as has been explained above. The Chandogya makes it 
clear that the Brahman Himself is the inner Self of everything: 
“aitaddtmyamidam sarvam.... tattvamasi svetaketo” [VI. viii. 6.] 

A study of the Catussloki and Stotraratna would reveal 
that the individual soul is naturally and eternally subordinate 
to the Supreme and that the relation between them can be 
interpreted in many ways—as that which exists between a 
servant and his master (bhrtya-svami-bhdva) , 1062 the owner and 
the owned ( sva-svdmi-bhdva ), 1068 the mother and her child ( matr- 

1061. Murufaka : II. i. 1. 

1062. Cf. SR. si 60 : “pita l.varn...tvadbhrtyah” etc. 

1063. Cf. Ibid. si. 63 : “mama natha yadasti....niyatasvamiti” etc. 
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sis«) 1064 or even the father and his son (pitr-putra ) 1066 and so on. 
In the opening verse of the Catussloki, Sri is said to have 
Brahma and other orders of divinity, along with their consorts, 
as her subordinates. 1066 So, these beings would also stand in the 
same relation to Vi$pu. 

Dr. S.N. Dasgupta, in his History of Indian Philosophy , 1067 
says : “Yamuna thus gives us hardly any new ideas about I6vara 
and His relation to the souls and the world.” We do not know 
in what sense Dr. Dasgupta uses the words, “new ideas”.. The 
relation between man and God, we have shown above, can be 
interpreted as prakara-prakari-bhava, sarira-sariri-bhava, s'e$a- 
s'e$i-bhava, etc. and it is the sarira-sariri-bhava that became one 
of the cardinal tenents of Ramanuja's philosophy. It is because 
of the “newness” of Yamuna's ideas that a new school was built 
up by Ramanuja. 

Another charge levelled by Dasgupta is that “Yamuna does 
not make inquiry into the nature of the reality of the world- 
appearance as not false”. Such criticisms are beside the point, for, 
as we have often pointed out, we do not have the full text of any 
of the three siddhis comprising the Siddhitraya of Yamuna. We 
have also shown in the previous chapter that certain portions 
of the Samvitsiddhi refute the Advaita-eoncept otanirvacaniyatva 
regarding the world. Moreover, Yamuna, who makes it a point 
to criticise the Advaita, would not have left this basic point. 
Dasgupta again observes : “Yamuna is also silent about the 
methods which a person should adopt for procuring salvation and 
the nature and characteristics of that state”. The answer is the 
same as to the previous criticism. But it would be clear for any 
one who has gone through the Stotraratna and the 
Gitdrathasahgraha, that Yamuna explicity states the means of 
achieving salvation and the nature of that state, both of which 
we have explained earlier in detail. 


1064. Cf. Ibid. si. 26 : “nirasakasyapi....s'is'uh...na jatu 
inatuscaranau” etc. 

1066. Cf. Ibid. 61. 60 : “pita tvam” etc. 

1066. Cf. : “kantaste puru$ottamah” etc., where the phrase 
“ tvaddasadasiganal) ” occurs. 

1067. Vol. III. p. 155. 
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(d) Mok?a and the role of Lak$mi : 

According to Yamuna, the state of release is characterised 
by the individual self being free from the body, his realisation that 
he is part and parcel of the body of the Godhead, his enjoyment 
of bliss in that condition and so on. This bliss, being unlimited 
and unconditioned, is of the very nature of the Lord's bliss. 

Yamuna also suggests that mok$a for the self is of the form 
of sayujya with the Lord in the capacity of His eternal and 
unconditional servant. 1068 This ‘ sayujya’ is considered superior to 
other grades of moksa, viz., sdlokya, samipya and sdrupya . 1009 

As we have observed earlier in a separate section, 1070 the 
role of Lak§mi in effecting mok$a for the jiva is equally 
important as that of the Lord Himself. Lak$mi, the Consort of 
Vi^iju, happens to be the Mother and Mistress of the universe 
and the relation of the jiva to the Divine Couple of Lak§ml- 
Narayaija is that of a servant to his master or that of a child 
to its parents. Lak§ml is also conceived of as the mediator 
between man and the Lord. Lak?mi, the personification of the 
mercy of the Supreme, is necessary for the release of the jiva and 
prapatti or saranagati to her, as to the Supreme, is ordained as 
the way for moksa. 

(e) Bhakti and Prapatti—the means of mukti : 

The means of release, according to Yamuna, consists of 
either bhakti or prapatti. Bhakti, according to him, results from 


1068. Cf. SR. 61. 63 : 

“raghuvara yadabhustvam tadrso vayasasya 
pratipadamaparaddhurmugdha sayujyado'bhuli” 

1069. Cf. the following quoted by Vedantades'ika in his 
Nyayasiddhahjana : Pariccheda II:p.221 (Vedantadesikagranthamala 
Series ) : 

“lokesu visnor nivasanti kecit sainlpyamreehanti ca kecidanye 
anye tu ruparh sadrsam bhajante, sayujyamanye sa tu moksa uktah”. 

1070. See p. 39 ff. above 
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the twin yoga of karma and jhana . 1071 Karma leads to jhana and 
this results in vairagya. It is from vairagya that Bhakti is 
produced. The supreme state of devotion called parabhakti is the 
result of the Lord's grace alone. 1072 

The germs of bhakti and prapatti are found in Upani$ads 
and the Pahcaratragamas. Bhakti is referred to as vedana, 
upasana, etc., in the Upani$adic terminology. The Svetdsvatara 
has a specific statement on prapatti or Surrender to the Supreme: 
“mumuksurvai saranamahafn prapadye ”. 1073 The Srisukta of the 
Bgveda Khila emphasises the importance of surrendering to Sri: 
“tarn padmanemim saranamaham prapadye 1074 and we have 
a similar statement in the Durgdsukta, also of the Rgveda Khila, 
“durgdm devim saranamaham prapadye ”. 1076 Prapatti or 
saran&gati is dealt with in the Ahirbudhnya Samhita , 1076 the 
Bharadvaja Samhita, 1077 the Lak$mi Tantra 1078 and other texts 
of the Pancaratra literature. 

As already pointed out, bhakti and prapatti are the two 
means of attaining the Highest, among which prapatti is 
considered superior to and easier than bhakti . 107 ° Bhakti consists 
of loving devotion to the Lord, accompained by other acts like 
meditation, service, purity of thought, word and deed, and so on. 
But prapatti does not have any such difficult subsidiary acts. 
Though easier to practise in this regard, prapatti is, at the same 

1071. Vide GS. si. la : “svadharmajnanavairagyasadhyabhaktye- 
kagocarah” etc. 

1072. Ibid. 61. 26 : “nirastanikhilajnano...pratilabhya param 
bhaktim” etc. 

1073. VI. 18. 

1074. Rk. 5. 

1076. Rgveda. X-127-12 : “tamagnivari)aih....”etc. 

1076. Vol. II. ch. 37 and also ch. 54. 

1077. Chs. 1-4. 

1078. Ch. 17. 

1079. Lokacarya, Varavaramuni and other followers of the South¬ 
ern School do not regard Prapatti as a means. The Lord is the only 
means in their view. The Lord's uncaused grace brings about prapatti 
which thus precedes the attainment of moksa. In these circumstances 
prapatti is an adhika.ri-vise$aija, a characteristic attribute of the 
attainer of moksa. 
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time, considered to be the most difficult path for the reason that 
lack of whole-hearted conviction ( mahavisvdsa ), etc., which is 
one of the accessories to prapatti, would render prapatti 
impossible. 1080 

Prapatti is to be practised to the exclusion of the triple path 
of karma, jhana and bhakti. 1081 Another point is that prapatti to 
the Lord is to be preceded by that to Sri, if the former is to 
become fruitful and these two vrapattis are mutually complemen¬ 
tary. 

(f) The characteristics of the state of ‘mukti’ : 

According to Yamuna, mok$a for the individual self is not 
only cessation of all worldly miseries, but enjoyment of unending 
bliss in the servitude of the Lord and His Consort. 1082 The opening 
verse of the Atmasiddhi implies that the summun bonum of 
human life is paricarana or servitude to the Supreme Being. The 
Catussioki (v.3) indicates that “ak$ara” (kaivalya ) also can be 
obtained through the grace of &ri. The Stotraratna (w. 46, 57) 
also clearly states that what one should aspire for in the state 
of liberation is eternal subordination and service to the Lord (cf. 
aikdntika-nityakihkarak, s'esatvavibhava etc.). The released soul, 
along with the ever-released ones ( nitya-suris ), is said to attend 
upon the Supreme Being in the Highest Abode (paramapada or 
vaikurj,fha). Another point to be noted is that the self, even in 
mok$a, possesses the notion of “aham” (I) and does not lose it, 
as held by a section of the Advaitins and the Mimamsakas . 1088 


1080. See p. 40 above. 

1081. Cf. SR. 41. 22 : “na dharrnani^tho’smi na catmavedi na 
bhaktiman” etc. 

1082. Cf. SS. p. 293 : “brahmanandahradantasstho muktatma 
sukhamedhate”. 

Cf. SR : 41s. 37, ff. 

1083. See AS. p. 104 : ‘anyaccayahsamsarikaduhkhaih...” etc. and 
p. 106 : “sa ca muktavapyatmane ahamityeva prakasate’ etc. 
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CHAPTER VI 

YAMUNA'S INFLUENCE ON RAMANUJA 


We have earlier noticed that all the works of Ramanuja 
reveal the great influence of Yamuna and his works. 1084 A close 
comparison of the Sribha$ya with Siddhitraya reveals that the 
lattei forms the source-book of the former. The refutation of the 
Samvidadvaita (the Monism of Consciousness) and Sadadvaita 
(the Monism of Existence) theories of the Advaitins is made by 
Ramanuja almost in the woi’ds of Yamuna. The demonstration 
that self is the entity called “ahafri' (I), the knower, is also done 
by Ramanuja on the model of Yamuna's Atmasiddhi. Not only 
are some of the passages of th e Atmasiddhi like “ s'antdhgara ” 1086 
and “vyahgyavyahktrtvam” 1088 quoted by Ramanuja in his 
Sribha$ya , but several others are paraphrased with slight 
modifications. The opening verse of the Sribha$ya runs almost 
like the opening stanza of the Atmasiddhi. 1087 The sdstrayonitva - 
section of the Sribha$ya follows almost verbatim the 
Is'varasiddhi, and as we have already pointed out, the siddhdnta - 
view given by Ramanuja regarding the means of establishing God 
in his Sribha$ya, might indicate or detail what Yamuna himself 
might have said on the question. 


1084. See p. 3 above. 

1085. Sribha?ya under I. i. i. p. 143 (vol. 1) quotes this from AS: 
p. 94. 

1086. Ibid. The verse quoted is from AS : p. 95. 

1087. Cf. Sribha§ya : the opening stanza : 
“akhilabhuvanajanmasthemabhangadiRle 
vinatavividhabhutavrataraksaikadikse 
srutisirasi vidipte brahmani ^rinivase 
bhavatu mama parasmin semusi bhaktirupa”. 

Cf. AS. opening verse : 

“prakrtipurusakalavyaktamukta yadiccham 
anuvidadhati nityam nityasiddhairanekaih 
svaparicaranabhogais^rimati prlyamane 
bhavatu mama parasmin puruse bhaktibhuma”. 
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Some passages of the Samvitsiddhi are also used by 
Ramanuja so as to refute the Advaitic doctrines of maya, mukti, 
the unreality of the world, etc. The fact that the world of spirit 
and matter is a mode or prakdra of the Brahman, stated by 
Yamuna in his Samvitsiddhi, is clearly analysed and adopted by 
Ramanuja. The refutation of the explanation offered by the 
Advaitins for the text, “tattvamasi ”, 1088 found in the Samvitsiddhi, 
finds its echo in the Sribha$ya. That the secondary significance 
(lak?an,a) of words is applied only to one of the two terms 
appearing in a “samanadhikaranya” - statement like “tattvamasi”, 
but not to both the terms, and that one and the same entity can 
be treated as being different as well as non-different, according 
to delimiting factors like time and place, which are referred to 
briefly in the Samvitsiddhi, are set forth in great detail by 
Ramanuja in his works like the Sribhd?ya and the 
Veddrthasahgraha. 

Another important tenet of Ramanuja's philosophy, viz., 
the conception of knowledge as an eternal and invariable 
attribute ( dharma ) of the individual self ( dtman), technically 
called dharmabhutajhana, finds its basis in the Atmasiddhi of 
Yamuna. 1089 On the authority of Vedantadesika, we know that 
the portion of the Veddrthasahgraha of Ramanuja, dealing with 
the Supremacy of Vigpu over other deities, is based on the 
Puru$anirnya or Yamuna, 1090 which, however, is not available. 
The opening verse of the Vaikunthagadya 1091 makes clear the fact 
that Ramanuja followed Yamuna in forming the concept of 
Bhakti. The passage at the beginning of the Sarapagatigadya 1092 
of Ramanuja, referring to Sri, is influenced by Yamuna's 


1088. Chandogya : VI. viii. 6. 

1089. See AS : p. 172, ff. 

1090. Nyayasiddhahjana : ch. III. p. 225 and Saccaritraraksd . ch. 
I : p. 46. 

1091. Cf : ' 

“yamunaryasudhteibhodhimavagahyayathamati 
adaya bhaktiyogakhyaiii ratnam samdars'ayamyaham”. 

1092. Cf. “Ombhagavannarayanabhimatanurupasvaruparupaguna- 
vibhavaisvarya”, etc. with CS. 
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Catuss'loki regarding the Doctrine of Surrender (sarandgati) to 
Sri. The explanations offered by Ramanuja in his Sribhdsya for 
the Pahcaratra and Pasupata adhikaranas are based on the 
interpretation of these sections given in the Agamaprdmdpya . 1093 

The relation subsisting between mem and God, the s'arira- 
s'riri-bhava and the s'e?a-s'e$i-bhava traced in Yamuna's works, 
gained new impetus and stress at the hands of Ramanuja. The 
commentary on the Bhagavadgita by Ramanuja is chiefly based 
on the Gitarthasahgraha of Yamuna. It has already been 
mentioned that tradition records Ramanuja's being attracted to 
Yamuna after listening to a particular stanza of the 
Stotraratna. mi 

The devotion and regard which Ramanuja had for this 
great teacher and his compositions, can well be understood by the 
following verse ascribed to Ramanuja himself : 

“yatpadambhoruhadhyanavidhvastds'e$akalma$ah 

vastutamupayato ’ham yamuneyam namami tam ” 


1093. See AP : p. 47 f. and 57 ff. 

1094. Vide Prapanndmrta : ch. IX, p. 22, where Ramanuja is said to 
have been attracted to Yamuna after listening to verse 11 of his SR. 
starting with “svabhavikanavadhika” etc. 
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CHAPTER VII 

EVALUATION OF YAMUNA'S CONTRIBUTION 
TO VISISTADVAITA 

In the foregoing chapters, a detailed account of Yamuna’s 
extant works has been attempted with a view to present a fairly 
faithful and complete picture of the role he played in developing 
the school of thought which had its scholastic beginnings in the 
works of Nathamuni and its emotional appeal in the songs of the 
Tamil mystic saints, Alvars. Strictly speaking, the expression 
“Yamuna's Contribution to VisT^tadvaita” may sound a little 
queer because the name “Visistadvaita” is itself a post-Ramanuja 
appellation. 1096 Ramanuja uses the word “Visista-dravyaikya”. 1096 
There is also one independent track explaining the significance 
of the word a Visi§tadvaita ,n097 This can be explained as a Sixth 
Case Compound (“Sasthi Tatpurusa Samasa”) in a twofold 
manner; (a) Visistasya Advaitam, and (b) Visistayor Advaitam. 
The first expression can be interpreted as the non-duality 
(i advaitam ) of One who is Qualified ( visistasya ). Lord Visnu is 
the One Who has a “vi£esa” (characteristic feature) viz., that the 
world of sentient and insentient entities ( Cit and Acit ) forms His 
body. The word body is again metaphorical. Whatever is 
supported, controlled and made use of invariably by a conscious 
being is the body in relation to that particular being. 


1095. Sudarsanasuri seems to be the first one to use this term in 
his S rutaprakasika on the Sribhdsya and in the Tatparyadipikd on the 
Veddrthasahgraha. See Dr. V Varadachari, “Antiquity of the term 
Visistadvaita ”, Visistadvaita Philosophy and Religion , Ramanuja Re¬ 
search Society, Madras, 1974 (p.iii). 

The Ramanuja Astottaras'atanama . Stotra attributed to 
Vaduganambi (Andhra Purna) uses the expression “visi^tadvaita- 
paragah” (v.17). If he is same as the personal attendant of Sri Ramanuja 
in charge of the “ksirakairikarya” to his rhaster,-then this Vaduganambi 
would be the earliest one to use the word. 

1096. Sribhdsya , Vol.I (Andhra Press, Madras, 1909), p. 184 : 
“Visista-dravyaikyameva hi samanadhikaranyasyarthah”. 

1097. See “VisTstadvaitas'abdmThavicara”, an unpublished 
palm-leaf ms. in Grantha characters, deposited in the Adyar Library 
and Research Centre, Madras, under Acc. No. 69722. 
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According to the second dissolution of the Compound, there 
is oneness of the Lord who exists in two different stages or states: 
the causal state ( karandvastha) and the effect-state ( karyavastha ). 
In the causal state God has the subtle {suksma) Cit and Acit as 
His body, whereas in the effect state the selfsame God has the 
gross (sthula) Cit and Acit as His body. 

This school, which, from the viewpoint of Religion is called 
“Srivaisnavism”, received its emotional force from the inspired 
utterances of the Dravida Saints, Alvars, who flourished in the 
Tamil country sometime between the 5th Cent, and the 7th Cent. 
A.D. As noted in the opening chapter Nathamuni collected the 
songs of the Alvars, set them to music and introduced their 
singing in the temple liturgies under the Srivaisnava gover¬ 
nance. His grandson Yamuna inherited the twin tradition of the 
Sanskrit and the Tamil Vedantas as a composite religio-literary 
culture which is now popularly known as the Ubhayaveddnta 
tradition. 1098 

Although Yamuna did not write any works in Tamil 
explaining or expounding the Divyaprabandha , still he left quite 
an impression on the commentarial tradition through his own 
“Nirvahas” (interpretations) for a few verses ( Pasurams ) of the 
Tiruvaymozhi of Nammalvar which are recorded in the commen¬ 
taries on the Divyaprabandha , 1099 In fact we have such Nirvahas 
offered by Ramanuja also for some songs of the illustrious 
Alvars, which are popular in tradition as “Emberumanar 
Nirvahas”, We shall now briefly allude to a few important 
Nirvahas of Yamuna (called “Alvandar Nirvahas”) before we 
sum up his contribution to Visistadvaita. In all probability, these 
Nirvahas were given by Yamuna during his discourses on the 
Tiruvaymozhi by way of clearing the doubts raised by his 

1098. The term “Ubbayavedanta” might have gained currency 
from the times of Ramanuja. His personal attendant and disciple, 
Vaduga Nambi (Andhra Purna) uses the word “tadubhayanigamanta” in 
his Yatirdjavaibhava , v. 108. 

See also Dr. K.K.A. Venkatachari, “J3ri . Ramanuja and Ubhaya 
Vedanta”, Studies in Ramanuja , pp. 167-174. 

1099. See Aitihya Nirvdha Ratnamalai (in Tamil) by RB. 
Annangaracharya Swamin, Kanchi, 1963. 
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disciples. These interpretations are a source of great delight for, 
not only one gets an idea of the profundity of the emotional appeal 
of the stanza concerned, but also of the ingenuity of the ? 

interpreting genius. 

I. Yamuna was once explaining the Pas'uram, “Ennadavi 

melaiyay erkolof the Tiruvaymozhi (IY3.8), which when 
freely translated, means: “O effulgent and all-pervasive Lord! I 
cannot express your magnanimity in so many words. My self is 
dependent upon you and Your Self is dependent upon me (We are 
made for each other; and we cannot survive independent of each 
other).” i- 

Some among his Gosthi asked Yamuna: “There is 
justification in saying that the jiva's self is dependent upon the 
Lord. But how can the reverse be true?” Yamuna offered his 
interpretation thus: “In fact, one has to doubt the statement of 
the jiva that his svarupa is dependent upon the Lord inasmuch 
as the karmas performed by the jiva stand in his way as the 
stumbling block. There being no such thing that prevents the 
Lord to do as He wills, one need not doubt the truth of the 
statement that the Lord's svarupa depends upon the jiva” 1100 

II. Yamuna was once explaining the stanza “Kandukondu 
en kaigalara” of the Tiruvaymozhi (IV7.8) which means: “O Lord 
wearing beautiful TulasI garlands! Why don't you come to this 
world of ours so that we.can see you, worship your holy feet with 
flowers, sing and dance in ecstasy?” It seems Yamuna, by way ~ r 
of comparison, quoted the words of the hero Madhava to his 
beloved Malati, from Bhavabhuti's Malatimadhava (V27): 
“tvatpadaparikaja-parigraha-dhanyajanma bhuyasam.” (“Let me 
render my birth fortunate by resorting to your lotus-feet”) and 
remarked: “No doubt the statement (of the hero Madhava) is 
beautiful. But (unfortunately) we do not find it addressed to the 

One who really deserves it (God). 1101 

1100. See Aitihya Nirvaha Ratnamalai, p. 23: 

“Ivan tannai avanukkakkuvan enravanru; karmam tagaiyavum T' 

kudum; ivan svarupam avanitta vazhakkakkakkudumo enru itile kanum 
sandehikkavepduvadu.” 

1101. Ibid., p. 27 : 

“Varttai yazhagiyadu; vaguttavisayattileyagap petrildm” 
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III. Yamuna was expounding the decad beginning with 
“Unnum s'oru parugu nir tinnum vetrilaiyum ellam Kannan..” 
of the Tiruvaymozhi (VI. 7). The context is that the mother of the 
Nayaki is firm that the girl has gone to Tirukkolur all alone, 
asking the people about the road that leads to that place. We 
have a more of less similar situation described in the verse, 
“Kalvan kol...” of Tirumangaiyalvar’s Periya Tirumozhi (III.7). 
The difference between these two, however, is that while in 
Nammalvar's song, the Nayaki is going all alone in search of 
her beloved, in Tirumarigaiyalvar's verse the Nayaki and her 
beloved are both going out. The disciples of Yamuna asked him 
as about whom one should be more concerned: for the lady who 
left all alone for Tirukkolur, or for the lady who is in the company 
of her beloved. They felt that the former deserves more concern. 
But Yamuna replied: “The condition of Parakala Nayaki (i.e., 
Tirumarigaiyalvar, the Bride) is more to be worried about 
because she is in the company of her beloved, and being mutually 
amorously involved, they may lose the path and ultimately may 
not reach their destination at all. In the case of Pararikusa 
Nayaki (i.e., Nammalvar, the Bride), however, there being 
nothing to divert her attention, she whould certainly reach her 
destination. We need not be worried about her.” 1102 

IV Explaining the Pas'uram “Per eyil siizh Kadal..” of 
Tiruvaymozhi (VII. 3.7) wherein the Nayaki expresses her desire 
to go to the Divyadesa called Ten Tirupperai (Tinneveli District). 
Yamuna had occasion to quote the Rdmayapa verse: “dipo 
netraturasyeva pratikulasi me drdham” ( Yuddha , 118.17). Here 
Rama repudiates SIta with harsh words: “Certainly your 
presence before me is as irritating as the flame of a lamp is to 
one who has an eye-disease.” Commenting on this simile, Yamuna 
said: “The whole thing (repudiation of the spotless SIta) is due 
to the defect in the eye (of Rama), but not due to any defect in 
the flame of the lamp (Sita's character). 1103 


1102. See Aitihya Nirvaha Ratnamalai, p.41 : 

“Iruvarayp ponavarkalagaiyale iruvarukkum afijavenum; taniye 
ponavalukkoru bhayamundo?” 

1103. Ibid., p.47 : 

“Netradosattal vandadupokki, dipadosattal vandadanru.” 
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Let us also, in this context, show just two instances of 
Yamuna's esteem for the Alvars. The following verse of his 
Stotraratna is actually based on a verse from Kulasekhara 
Alvar's Perumdl Tirumozhi : 

“nirasakasyapi na tavadutsahe 

mahes'a! hatum tava pada-parikajam | 
rusa nirasto 'pi sis'uh stanandhayo 

na jatu matuscaranau jihasati 11 (v. 26) 

Cf. “ari sinattal inra tay akarridinum 

marravaldan arul ninainde azhum kuzhavi 
aduve pol irundene.” (VI) 

The following description of Adisesa as serving the Lord 
in several capacities —, as His abode, couch, seat, sandals, dress, 
pillow, umbrella etc., found in the Stotraratna is almost a 
translation of a stanza of Poygai Alvar : 

“nivasa-s'ayyasana-padukamsuko- 

padhana-varsatapavaranadibhih | 
sarirabhedais tava sesatam gataih 

yathocitam s'esa itiryate janaih 11 (v. 40) 

Cf. “cenral kudaiyam, irundal singadanamam 
ninral maravadiyam, nilkadalul enrum 

punaiyam, manivilakkam, pumpaftam 

pulkum anaiyam, tirumarkkaravu.” (Tiruvandadi I, song 53). 

In the light of this it is clear that the religious fervour of 
the system which Yamuna was propounding had its origin in the 
Tamil Veda while its philosophical soundness was founded in the 
Sanskrit Veda. 

Before concluding this chapter we may note that Yamuna 
was popular among the later rhetoricians also. The verses, 
“tavamrtasyandini padapahkaje..” (v.27) and “abhutapurvam” 
(v. 25) of his Stotraratna are cited by Appaya Diksita (17th cent. 
A.D.) as instances of the Figures of Speech called Prativastupama 
and Sambhava respectively. 
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Now let us bring to a finale this chapter, after briefly 
recapitulating the outstanding contribution of Yamuna to the 
Philosophy of the Srlvai$navas. According to Ramanuja, 
Yamuna refuted three powerful rival schools, viz., Advaita of 
Sankara and the Bhedabhedas of Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa. 

The chief tenet of the Visistadvaita, (the piadhana- 
pratitantra-siddhanta”) viz., that the Brahman is One and that 
He is qualified by the sentient and insentient entities which form 
His modes, 1105 from which this system derives its name, hinges 
upon the concept of “sarira-sariri-bhava” between the world and 
the Lord, which we have traced out from the works of Yamuna. 
This concept finds fuller expression and consummation in 
Ramanuja's works. Another chief feature of the system, viz., that 
the jiva possesses knowledge as his inseparable and inborn 
attribute, technically caled Dharmabhutajhana in laer 
terminlogy, has its roots in Yamuna's works. The concept of the 
self as identical with the entity called “Aham” (i.e., that it always 
possesses self-awareness), another cardinal tenet of this school, 
also goes back to Yamuna. Ramanuja's Theory of Error also 
appears to be derived from Yamuna. 

On the religious side, the value of Bhakti and Prapatti was 
stressed by Ramanuja in accordance with the tradition handed 
over to him from Yamuna. Scriptural sanction for idol-worship 
in temples, as established by Yamuna in his Agamaprdmariya 
helped Ramanuja in his mission of reviving the concepts of 
Bhakti and Prapatti. 

We may therefore conclude that Yamuna was mainly 
responsible for providing a sound scholastic foundation for the 
system of thought later characterised as Vis i?t advaita, and that 
the task of building it up and promoting it as a regular School 
came into the masterly han ds of Ramanuja. _ 

1104. Cf. the introductory verse of the Vedarthasangraha : 
“param brahmaiva ajnam bhramaparigatam samsarati tat 

paropadhyalidham vivasam asubhasya aspadamiti 
sruti-nyayapetam jagati vitatam mohanamidam 

tamo yenapastam sa hi vijayate yamunamuruh 

1105. Cf. Nyayasiddhdnjana I (p. 187) : 

“asesa-cid-acit-prakaram brahma ekameva tattvam; tatra prakara- 
prakarinoh prakaranam ca, mitho ‘tyantabhede ‘pi visistaikyadi- 
vivaksaya ekatvavyapadesah” etc. 
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Samvitsiddhi (SS) : 

,, Saccaritraraksa: 

Sarvavedantasiddhanta- 
sahgraha : 

Sahkhyatattvakaumudi : 
Sdhkhyakdrika: 

'r- 

Siddhantakaumudi : 

Siddhitraya (ST) : 

r 


of Kuresvara or Srivatsaiika- 
misra. See under Srisukta 
above. 

of Kumarila, with C. 
Nyayaratnakara of Partha- 
sarathimisra, Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Ser. No. 3, 1895. 

of Yamuna. See under 
Siddhitraya. 

of Vedanta Detfika, Des'ika 
Granthamald, Kanci, 1940. 

of Sankara, Minor Works of 
Sankara, Ashtekar and Co., 
Poona, 1925. 

See under Sdhkhyakdrika. 

of I^varakrsiia : 

(i) with C. Sahkhyatattva- 
kaumudi and tika by 
Banshidhara Krishna, 
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Ser., 
Benares, 1921. 

A (ii) ed. by S.S. Suryanarayana 
Sastri, with English Introduc¬ 
tion and Translation, Madras 
University Publications, 1935. 

by Bhaftoji Diksita, with C. 
Balamanorama in 4 vols. Kasi 
Sanskrit Series, 1941-42. 

of Yamuna, comprising 
Atmasiddhi, Is'varasiddhi and 
Samvitsiddhi. 

(i) edited with brief commentary 
by Uttamur T. Viraraghava¬ 
charya, Sri Vani Press, 
Tirupati, 1942. 
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(ii) with commentary by EB. 
Annangaracharya of Vadtal, 

, Nirnaya Sagar Press, 1954. 

(iii) translated into English with 
notes by Prof. R. 
Ramanujachari and K. 
Srinivasachari and published 
in the Journal of the 
Annamalai University, Vols. V, 
VI & VII, 1936-38 and later as 
a single volume by 
Ubayavedamta Granthamala 
Book Trust, Madras, 1972. 

Saundaryalahari (SL) : of Sankara, Sri Vani Vilas Press, 

Srirangam 1960. 

Stotraratna (SR) : of Yamuna, (i) with the bhdsya 

of Vedanta Desika, Vedanta 
Desika Granthamala , 
Vyakhyana Section, Kaftci, 
1940. (ii) with C. in 
Manipravala by Periavaccan 
Pillai, Srivilasam Press, 
Trichy, 1949. 

Hayasirsasamhitd (HS) : a Pdhcardtragama\ paper ms. in 

Devanagari in 2 vols., Adyar 
Library, under 36-A-l. 

Works, Journals, Etc. in English 


Abhinavagupta (AG) : 


Bhoja's Srhgaraprakasa 

Doctrine of Sakti in 
Indian Literature 
(SIL) : 


by K.C. Pandey, Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series, Vol. I, 
Benares, 1963. 

by Dr. V Raghavan, Vasantha 
Press, Madras, 1963. 

by Dr. Prabhat Chandra 
Cakravarti, General Printers 
and Publishers Ltd., Calcutta, 
1940. 


Epistemology of the 
Bhdtta School of 
Purvamimamsd : 

History of Indian 
Philosophy (HIP) : 

Indian Philosophy (IP) : 


Introduction to Tantrasastra : 

Introduction to the 
Pahcaratra and the 
Ahirbudhnya Samhita 
(Intro. Ah. S.) : 

Journal of Sri Venkateswara 
Oriental Research 
Institute 

Karmamimdmsa (KM): 


Local Records of Brown : 

Mazdaism in the Life of 
Visnuism : 

Mother-Worship (MW) : 

Mother-Worship , Vedic 
Concept (MWV) : 


by Govardhan R Bhatt, 
Chowkhamba Sanskrit 
Studies, XVII, 1962. 

by Dr. S.N. Dasgupta, Vols. I and 
III, Cambridge Univeristy 
Press, 1953 and 1962, 

by Dr. S.Radhakrishnan, Vols. I 
and II., George Allen and 
Unwin Ltd., London, 1923, 
1927. 

by Sir John Woodroffe, Ganesh 
and Co. Ltd., Madras, 1952. 

by Dr. F. Otto Schrader, Adyar 
Library, 1916. 


Vol. VII, 1946, for the article 
“Is Vyasa the same as 
Badarayana” by P.V. 
Subrahmanyasastri. 

by A.B. Keith, The Heritage of 
India Series, No. 10, Associa¬ 
tion Press, Calcutta, 1921. 

Volume 60. Deposited in GOML, 
Madras. 

by A. Govindacharyasvamin, 
Mysore, 1913. 

by Dr. V Raghavan, published in 
the Vedantakesari , September 
1952; also appeared as a 
Reprint. 

by Dr. V Raghavan, published in 
the Vedantakesari , November 
1952; also appeared as a 
Reprint. 

























Proceedings and 
Transactions of the All 
India Oriental Conference : 


Professor K.V. Rangaswami 
Aiyangar 

Commemoration Volume : 

Sakti or Divine Power 
(SDP) : 

Sir Subrahmanya Aiyar 
Lectures on the History 
of Srivai§navas : 

The Hindu Conception 
of Deity (HCD) : 

The Life of Ramanujacarya: 

The Philosophy of 
Visistadvaita (PV) 

The Prdbhakara School 
of Purvamimamsa 
(PPM) ; 

The Saivasiddhanta (SS) : 
The Vedas and and Bhakti : 


The Veerashaiva 
Weltanschauung (VW) : 
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First Session, 1955 : for an 
article on Yamunacarya by 
Prof. R. Ramanujachari. 

Presidential Address by Dr. 
Raghavan, Twentyfirst 
Session, Srinagar; published 
by the Bhandarkar Oriental 
Research Institute, Poona, 
1964. 

“Fragments from Nydyatattva”, 
pp. 555-578, G.S. Press, 
Madras, 1940. 

by Sudhendu Kumar Das, 
University of Calcutta Publi¬ 
cation, 1934. 

by T.A. Gopinatha Rau, Govern¬ 
ment Press, Madras, 1923. 

by Bharatan Kumarappa, Luzac 
and Co., London, 1934. 

by A. Govindacharya. S. Murthy 
and Co., Madras, 1906. 

by PN. Srinivasachari, Adyar 
Library Series, No. 39, 
1943, 1978. 

by Dr. Ganganath Jha, 
University Studies No, 1 
(Allahabad), Indian Thought, 
Allahabad, 1911, 

VA. Devasenapathi, University 
of Madras Publication, 1960. 

by Dr. V Devasenapathi, Univer¬ 
sity of Madras Publication, 
1960. 

by Kumarasvamin, Tontadarya 
Press, Dharwar, 1941. 
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Tiruvdcagam (TVC) : by G.U. Pope, Oxford, Clarendon 

Press, 1900. 

Works in Telugu 


Acaryasuktimuktavali: 


Amuktamalyada: 


Paramabhdgavatavilasamu 


Paramayogivilasamu 1 : 
Paramayogivildsamu 2 : 
Yamunavijayavilasamu : 


Yamundcdryacaritramu : 


a poem on the lives of 
Srfvaissiiava saints and 
scholars by Namburi 
Kesavacarya, Ananda Press, 
Madras, 1911. 

of King Srikrsnadevaraya of 
Vijayanagar; with C. by 
Vedam Venkatarayasastri, K.V 
Krishna Press, Madras, 1927. 
a hagiological work in one 
chapter by Mudambya 
Singaracarya; paper ms. in 
GOML, D. 2123. 

A Dvipada-poem of 8 cantos by 
Tallapaka Tiruvengalanatha; 
printed at Kakinada, 1925. 
a poem in 5 cantos by Siddharaju 
Timmabhupala; Sujana- 
ranjani Press, Kakinada. 
a poem in 5 cantos by 
Chigulirevula Veiikatakrsna- 
macaryulu; Madras Govt. 
Oriental Series, CLX, 1958. 
a poem on Yamuna's life by 
Singaracarya in only one 
canto, printed in 1882. The 
copy of this work is with the 
Madras Record Office. 
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Works in Mapipravala 


Guruparampara 
prabhavam : 


Tiruvaymozhi : 


Rahasyatrayasara : 


Vaidik Vahmay kd 
Itihas (WI) 


by Pinbazhagiya Purumal 
Jiyar, ed. by M. Srinivasa 
Appangar and others; Ganesh 
Press, Madras, 1927. 

by Nammazhvar, ed. with mean¬ 
ing in Tamil by V.K. 
Ramanujadasan, Yathartha- 
vacani Press, Kumbakonam, 
1934. 

of Vedanta Des'ika with Tamil C. 
by Narasimhacharyasvamin; 
Srimadrahasyatrayasara 
Prachara Sabha, Komale- 
swaran Pettah, Madra^, 1920. 

Work in Hindi 

by Pandit Bhagavad Datta; Pt. I; 
Hindi Bhawan Press, 
Anarkali, Lahore, 1935 A.D. 
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APPENDIX I 

We furnish below passages of the Nyayatattva of Nathamuni, 
quoted or referred to by Vedanta Desika in some of his works. 
For a detailed account of these passages with English translation, 
see Prof. R. Rapianujachari, “Fragments from Nyayatattva ”, 
Prof. K.V. Rangaswami Ayyangar Commemmoration Volume, pp. 
555-578. 


1. ^rqi^ltli: | 

3. 31«MIU|lic4r^ JTTfTcT, 


4. rT^T M f UU c| (ci I 

5. 3T5T**r . 

vjwismRuimreii^i 


1. Nyayaparisuddhi : p. 130 

2. Ibid : p. 132 

3. Ibid : p. 172, as from the 4th ‘Adhikarana’. 

4. Nyayasiddhanjana : p. 194, as from ‘Karanapada, 8th 
Adhikarana’. 

5. Ibid : as for * Karanapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 

6. Ibid : pp. 194 and 199, as from ‘Karanapada, 8th Adhikarana’. 
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6. d<sK'd4>VITft3 

7. M'dMlAyi 

8. *mf: qr^^ Rdi^ gwTTr^f^i fNf *Tft?TftrsTftri 

dfM l ^ll^ , >OTRr I 

9. 1 

10. ddmlddHm’^ T SF>TcT: I 


11. dmi^T^dPsh^rr<d’*£dl cfTTH: | 

12. VW ffrW: ^THttrf^ST trq- ft S2FR4 I flftft 
^!»|ehlcdf=(f^lff'd^ ^frRft 'diqHMI STFTft ^ilcdlj^I 

13. *3 ^T^f^rt ^Nrrfr grditr — 3^rt i 

-ftfar cFlwft f^T'Mlfci^l'srft I tWT^TcnTmT^fsF^TTT^pjtrri 

14. ^ryrd^Rldlr4'd^8^ft4TrTTrT2Tri 


15. 3T^<dl^<rci ^fclf^filTn^l 


7. Nyayasiddhdnjana : p. 195, as from ‘Karanapada, 8th 
Adhikarana’. 

8. Ibid. p. 196, as from ‘Karanapada, 8th Adhikarana’. 

9. Ibid. 

10. Ibid. p. 205, as from ‘Samyogadhikarana’. 

11. Ibid, as from ‘Pramatppada’. 

12. Ibid, as from Tramatrpada’, 

13. Ibid. p. 232 as from Tramatrpada’ ( Cetanakartrtvaprati - 
padanaprakarana), 

14. Ibid. p. 237, as from Trathmadhikarana’. 

15. Nyayasiddhdnjana : p. 238. Desika here refers tb the 
Atmasiddhi , p. 208, where this passage is quoted by Yamuna, as from 
the first ‘Adhikarana’. 


4 


16. 3T?T: , 4ddT-^'MldlrlT cT^TTcft H^rcl^ | 

17. ftftref ^ 6 ref 3 -3Ts4fd4dsff%t : T I cUiclfiMHlft 

18. f 4 <h t! 40 1 y t-y y il 33 : i fal^<ei440iy<jmt-yi4: I 

19. I 

I 

20 . <4401 «h IH HI 41 >4 ft ^T: I 



21 . n'dld RT ^ rrrft^m 

22 . stennnfjf yRmuin. .... ?rnfM 

f44 j <j<r4t«i:i'ilt4f<Ui'4cinJ 
WIVIW ^TTTTfwfcr^SulT, lidif^eH-yI'rqiqq^ldi f^sft^SIFc^T- 

^•df<4H s ; %^rf^sft r F?Tf?TFTt 

'cT^TSIc^. ... 3T#^>o^nftlf?xTT I fl<*Hi4l I 

wdfdd^diciddirMr yr<murq;i 

23. ftfesft 1 


16. Nyayasiddhdnjana : pi 256. 

17. Ibid. 

18. Ibid. p. 257, ‘Prameyapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 

19. Ibid. p. 258, 

20. Ibid. ‘Prameyapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 

21. Ibid. p. 261, as from ‘Prameyapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 

22. Ibid. ,p. 262, as from ‘Prameyapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 

23. Ibid. p. 263, as from ‘Prameyapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 
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24. *TTc|7c%T ^Nffrr: I cT^TTcft I 

25. f^fNt * gWoq-; | 

26. 3k4-dUl4tei' shrt*T: I ^TrcT fc^M : I 

27. Jrf? WTTTOT#TT aTf^Trg- ^7T, T % t sri^T:, 

28. TO dTO '^IMiyiffr: I 

29. ^ f^T?TFJT: FTFSTr# ^T: | .... i&TT^^TRTOTTffr: 

fci^ftfri :T I 3rfa 5 d^3T wf^frT FTOF%, | 

30 . faf^rarofs^ra^irt^: i 


31. 


f^du^ ri 

32. Tff'Y #jf STSTOfe^lft: 1 


«><<cjgi^ vti^m: I 


The following passages may also be compared : 

33. TtJ ^FFFT^WFTf«l^Tjl' ^rtoTf^TrfitaT- 

m I HWid^ia ir^ chrci^-A , ... $Rdiurr #f?rEFr4 yftmRd*^l 

34 . <^411^1 5 xn^R^yWHT^ *FTO«jfafe I T^r 

^ imy i dQ.ffi’M i ^ v^ yyfaid^ i srf^roJFfr 3 


35. 

d><uiMidiy mfiJeRFfr yylaid^ 1 


M-4yiU||'?FTr# -4lddrf% 


36. 3tF % ( 5 ^:) ^I-Mdcr4 I 

37 . 

d 4> ^^ ' diil ' ^ T ^ %rm <jftA 11 

38. dW^4^d;jtWl-d s^-Kci ^lMdrr4lrdRif«^TFF 

dfs)8 ^cdllodfacftHlrdld^: FWRtsfa df^: STO, 3FdTf?^T3, 

owr^nw I 


24. Ibid, as from Trameyapada, 7th Adhikarana’. 

25. Ibid, 

26. Ibid. 

27. Ibid. p. 264 1st Adhikarana 

28. Ibid, as from the 2nd Adhikarana’. 

29. Ibid, as from the Trameyapada’. 

30. Nyayaparisuddhi , p. 109. 

31. Ibid. p. 110 

32. Tattvamuktakalapa , ‘Buddhisara’, C. on si. .13. 


33. Nyayasiddhahjana , p. 194. 

34. Ibid. p. 195. 

35. Ibid. p. 199. 

36. Ibid. p. 241. 

37. Nyayaparisuddhi , p. 92. 

38. Ibid . p. 181. 



















39. Tattvamuktakalapa , ‘Adravyasara’, si. 55 

40. Ibid. si. 59. 

41. Ibid. ‘Buddhisara 4 si. 10. 

42. Ibid. C. on si. 56. 
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I 

efn<f c*ST BFTcTTrTT^ II W 



<*miHir*UlMlf)' THT wf% ^tcNfr11 




<JT m^cT 

?ftrr?i ^RWFRnf^iw jtrftw ^tst^ i 

^rsrrtrH^vi^sJi^r^ ssTm^^^R^n w 
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INDEX OF PERSONS AND PLACES 


INDEX OF AUTHORS AND WORKS 


(The references are to page numbers and footnote numbers) T 

Alavandarmedu 38 n. 

Bharadvaja 132. 

Bhrgu 132. 

Buddha 277, 279. 

Chidambaram 4. i 

Gangaikoridapuram 38 n. 

Govindamuni 41 n. 
f^vai-a 4. 

i^varabhafta 41 n. 

Kapila 129, 277. 

Kattumannargudi 4. 

Klzhaiyagattazhvar 29 n. 

Kurukanatha 9 n., 29 n. 

Mahapurna 35 n. 

Mayamohana 107. 

Melaiyagattazhvar 29 n. 

Narada 125, 126. 

Nathamuni passim ; 41 n. 

Pundarikaksa (Uyyakkondar or 
Padmaksa) 4, 8, 29 n., 36 n. 

Rarigarqja 41 n. i 

Sandilya 100, 119, 125, 126, 131. 

Satyatapas 143. 

Srikr?iialaksmmatha 29 n. 

Sriramamis'ra (Manakkalnambi) 

4, 8, 9, 36 n., 10, 83. 

Srirangam 9, 36 n., 12. 

Suka 276. 

Vamad-'va 155, 276. 

VTranarayanapura 4, 9. 4 


(The references are to page numbers and footnote numbers) 


Abhinavagupta 23. 

Adityapurana 74, 75. 

Agamapramdnya 2, 3, 10 n., 
13, 17, 35,' 96, 247, 309. 

Ahirbudhnya Samhitd 27, 53, 
81, 533 n., 305. 

Aitareya Upanisad 161. 

Akkiyazhvan (Vidvajjana- 
kolahala) 36 n. 

Amalananda (Saraswatl) 129, 

Ambhnu Sukta 19, 21. 

Anantakrishnasastri, Mm. 
535n. 

Annarigaracarya, EB. 546 n., 

' 548 n., 761 n. 

Apadeva 504 n. 

Atharvas'iras 16, 580 n. 

Atharvaveda 19, 540 n. 

Atmabodha 960 n., 982 n. 

Atmasiddhi 137,138,141,142, 
218,219,240,249, 297, 300, 
301, 307, 308. 

Badarayana 3, 117, 126, 130. 

Banshi Dhara Mi^ra 611 n. 

Bhagavad Datta, Pandita 14. 

Bhagavadgita (Gita) 36 n, 12, 
60, 65, 76, 77, 83 to 92, 
470 n., 94, 95, 96, 504 n^ 
155, 621 n., 203, 211, 309. 

Bhagavata 30. 

Bhamatl 128. 

Bharadvaja Samhitd 305. 

Bharatamuni 403 n. 

Bhartrhari 141. 

Bhaskara 141, 315. 


Bhasyakara 131. 

Bhavi§yat (Purana) 125. 

Brahmajndndvalimdla 972 n. 

Brahma Purana 44. 

Brahmasiddhi 137, 755 n., 

875 n., 946 n., 947 n., 

956 n., 963 n., 971 n., 

1008 n., 1013 n., 1020 n. 

Brahmasutra (s) 3, 18, 35, 55, 
70, 71, 418 n., 117, 517 n., 
519 n., 126, 127, 130, 554 
n., 762 n., 763 n., 776 n., 
870 n. 

Brhadaranyaka 20, 376 n., 580 
n., 161, 620 n., 211, 214, 
215, 301. 

Brhaddranyakabhasyavartika 
573 n. 

Bj-hati 584 n. 

✓ 

Catus's'loki or Sristuti 2, 13, 
17, 18, 31, 32, 162 n., 50, 
54, 55, 56, 58, 60, 62, 302, 
303, 309. 

Chandogya 14, 203 n., 260 n., 
65, 74, 392 n., 397 n., 161, 
621 n., 622 n., 625 n., 629 
n., 630 n., 214, 248, 886 n., 
254, 255, 259, 925 n., 932 
n., 268, 986 n., 302, 1088 n. 

T?uluka 55 

Dasgupta, S.N. 997 n., 303. 

Desikasudhi 5. 

Devatdsvarupavicdra 504 n. 

Dharmakirti 584 n. 

Divyasuricarita 11, 36 n. 

Durgasukta 81 n., 305. 
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343 


Ekdyana (s'akhd) 13, 132, 135, 
136. 

Gadyabhasya 5. 

Gautama 7, 8, 599 n. 
Gitarthasahgraha (Sarigraha) 
2, 13, 83, 88, 90 to 94, 303, 
309. 

Gitarthasarigraharaksd 2n., 5, 
15, 84. " 

Gopinatha Rau, T.A. 6 n., 42 n. 
Govardhanadas, R Bhatta 
599 n., 624 n. 
Govindacharya, A. 82 n. 
Grhyasdtra 135. 

Harivafnsa 47 n. 

Hayasirsa Samhita 27. 
Isavasya 620 n. 

Istasiddhi 137, 151 to 153. 
LSvarakrspa 599 n. 
Isvarasiddhi 137, 139, 140, 
218 to 220, 248, 299, 307. 
Jaimini 99, 508 n. 

Jayakhya Samhita 14, 26. 
Jayanta Bhatta 599 n. 

John Woodroffe, Sir 95 n. 
Kalpataruparimala 535 n. 
Kanva (sdkha) 14, 15. 
Kdnvas'dkhamahimasahgraha 

is. 

Kds'miragamapramdpya 2, 
3 n., 13, 136. 

Kathasruti 174 n., 54. 
Kafhopanisad 75. 

Katyayana 135. 

Katyayana Srautasutra 540 n. 
Kaundinya 599 n. 
Kenopanisad 22. 

Kubjika Tantra 24. 


Kumarila (Bhatta) 96, 492 n., 
102, 500 n., 501 n., 508 n., 
522 n., 599 n., 624 n. 

Kuppuswamy Sastry, S. Mm. 
543 n. 

Kuresa (Kurattazhvar or 
Srivatsarikamisra) 34 n., 
200 n., 50, 55, 59. 

Lak?mi Tantra 144 n., 53, 305. 

Laksmyupayatvadipa 253 n. 

Laugaksibhaskara 504 n. 

Lihgadharanacandrikd 540 n. 

Lihgapurana 105 n., 124. 

MacDonel 540 n. 

Madhurakavi Azhvar 5. 

Mahabhdrata 22, 41, 73, 105, 
124, 126, 127, 215. 

Mahandrayaiia (XJpanisad) 
340 n., 343 n. 

(Maha) Purusanirnaya 2, 3 n., 
19 n., 15 to 17, 125, 308. 

Mahopanisad 17, 70, 354 n. 

Maritrayaniya ( Upanis,ad) 70. 

Malinivijayottaravdrtika 23. 

Mandukyd 630 n. 

Manu 108. 

Manusmfti 98, 108, 124, 203. 

Markandeya Purana 30. 

Matsya Purana 16, 374 n., 125. 

Medhasukta 52. 

Mun4aka (Upanisad) 392 n., 
628 n., 629 n., 1061 n. 

Nagesa 14. 

Naiskarmayasiddhi 138, 153. 

Naldyira Divya Prabandha 1, 

6 . 

Namamauktikamala 13. 

Nambillai 200 n. 

Nandlsvara 560 n. 


Nanjiyar 174 n., 200 n., 46, 52, 
53 

Narayapamuni 49, 56, 58, 59 
to 60. 

Nardyananuvdka 64, 71. 

Nathamuni 2, 4 to 8, 36 n., 64, 
136, 149, 169, 193, 197, 720 
n., 208, 310. 

Nathamuniprapannatvasamar- 
| thana 5. 

Ndthamunivijaya 5. 

Nik?eparak$a 5, 55. 

Niruttara Tantra 25. 

Nyayakulisa 55. 

Nydyakusumahjali 728 n., 
754 n. 

Nydyamahjari 599 n. 

Nyaydparis'uddhi 7, 8, 15, 599 
n., 726 n. 

Nydyasiddhahjana 7, 8, 15, 
55, 56, 57, 59, 138, 718 n., 
727 n., 740 n., 745 n., 
766 n., 772 n., 1069 n., 
1090 n., 1096 n. 

Nydyasutra 6, 564 n., 598 n., 
4 - 599 n., 600 n., 801 n. 

Nyayatattva 2, 6 to 8, 138, 149, 
169, 193, 197, 720 n., 208, 
740 n., 3il. 

| Pancadasi, 989 n. 

Pdhcaratrdgamas, Samhitas 
i 14, 15, 26, 73, 97 to 101, 

I 105 to 108, 110, 111, 118, 

121, 126, 128, 130 to 133, 
| 136, 305. 

ii- Pahcika 584 n. 

i Paramasamhita 395 n. 

•i 

» Paramatabhahga 55. 

I Parasara (Bhatta) 200 n., 50, 

51, 55, 59, 69, 727 n. 


Parthasarathi (misra) 624 n., 
644 n., 778 n. 

Pasupatasutra 599 n. 

Patanjali 129, 180, 193. 

Peu§karasamhita 599 n. 

Pariavaccan Pillai 161 n., 62, 
69, 411 n. 

Pillai Lokacarya 32, 55, 60, 
1079 n. 

Prabhalcara 492 n., 102, 
501 n., 508 n., 114, 511 n., 
522 n., 584 n. 

Prabhdkaravijaya 560 n. 

Prapannamrta 2, 29 n., 11, 
1094 n. 

Prapannapdrijdta 55. 

Pras'nopaiiisad 540 n., 162. 

Pratyabhijhahrdaya 99 n.' 

Puru§akdramimamsd 48, 54. 

Purusasukta 73 to 75, 77. 

Raghavan, V, Dr. 3 n., 65 n., 
599 n. 

Rahasyaratndvali 55. 

Rahasyatrayasara 2, 55, 60. 

Ramanujachari, R. 38 n. 

Ramanujacarya (Ramanuja) 1 
to 3, 7, 42 n., 40, 50, 60, 69, 
84, 532 n., 578 n., 177, 248, 
294, 300, 303, 307 to 310. 

Rdmayana 168 n., 396 n., 105, 
126. 

Rgveda 14, 18, 180 n., 269 n., 
344 n., 346 n., 351 n., 371 
n., 372 ,,n 1075 n. 

Rgveda Khilas 20, 81 n., 305. 

Sdbarabhasya 966 n. 

Sabarasvamin 508 n., 529 n. 

Saccaritrarakqa 2 n., 15, 
1090 n. 
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£ 'adarthasahk$epa 8. 

Saivagamas 125. 

Salikanatha 584 n. 

Samaveda 540 n. 

Sarhvitsiddhi 137, 140, 248, 
250, 294, 302, 308. 

Sahkarabhasya 535 n. 

Sarikaracarya (Sankara) 1, 
96, 117, 532 n., 128, 540 n., 
141. 

Sahkhyakarikd 599 n., 610 n., 
169, 613 n., 618 n., 910 n. 

Sdhkhyatattvakaumudi 611 n., 
^ 617 n. 

Saranagati Gadya 40, 50, 55, 
56', 60, 308. 
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•504 n. 
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Sastradipika 644 n. 

Sataduqani 930 n. 
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5. 

Sattvatasamhita 14, 41. 

Savitrikalpa 370 n. 

Schrader, F.O., Dr. 29. 

Siddhantakaumudi 595 n. 

Siddhantas'ikhdmani 114 n. 

Siddhitraya 2, 7, 13, 136, 137, 
548 n., 218, 248, 303, 307. 

Sivapurdna 24, 123 n. 

Slokavartika 498 n., 599 n., 
778 n. 

Sphotasiddhi 137. 

Sraddhasiukta 52. 

Sribhasya 3, 7, 16, 36, 41, 55, 
335 n., 136, 139, 578 n., 707 
n., 714m, 763 n., 220, 248, 
944 n., 1020 n., 294, 


1038 n., 1040 n., 1044 n., 
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Sriguriaratnakosa 50, 51. -.»■ 

Srlkantha 26. 

Srinatha (Nathamuni) 4. 

Srinivasa Raghavan, A, 241 n. 

* 
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Srisailesa 253 n. I 

Sristava 50, 220 n. j 
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305. 
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293 n. 
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1040 n. 
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299, 303, 306, 309, 310. 
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531 n. 
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965 n., 305. 


Taittiriya Aranyaka 21,165 n., 
208 n., 249 n., 340 n., 
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386 n., 895 n. 
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722 n, 
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161,881 n., 1007 n., 1029 n. 
Tatacharya, D.T. 417 n. 
Taip&ryacandrikd 5, 55, 379 n. 
Tattvaprakasa 105 n. 
Tattuatikd 55, 634 n. 
Tattvavais'aradi 681 n. 
Tattvopades'a 911 n., 918 n., 
921 n., 1032 n. 
Tiruvdymozhi 6. 

Udayana 754 n. 

Umapati Sivacarya 599 n. 
Upadesasdhasri 755 n. 
Vacaspati (Mis'ra) 128, 599 n., 
167, 613 n., 681 n. 
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Vaikhanasdgamas 29. 
Vaikurithagadya 335 n., 308. 
Vdjasaneyi Samhitd 350 n, 

362 n. 

Vakyavrtti 921 n., 923 n., 927n. 
Valmiki 105, 126. 

Varaha (Purdna) 124, 125, 
142, 143. 

Varavaramuni 1079 n. 
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Vdyaviya Samhitd 24. 
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Vedantakalpataru 128, 535 n. 
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919 n. 

Vedanta Ramanuja 253 n. 
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633 n., 904 n., 924 n., 
1051 n., 309, 1095 n. 
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Viraraghavacharya, Uttamur 
T. 545 n., 548 n. 
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124, 155, 212, 215. 
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SUBJECT INDEX ! 

*t=> 

(The references are to the page numbers and footnote numbers.) jj 

Action—triple path of 87; as becoming non-action 88; as divine 
and demoniac 93. 

Advaitins —on the Pahcardtradhikarapa 96f : on the Yyuha- 

theory 118,128-31; on the text ekameva advitiyam 249-252; j 
on tattvamasi 262-67; on ekajiva theory 279; on plurality ' 

of souls as illusory 281 f., on Monism of Consciousness 292; j- 

on Monism of Existence 293; external world as created in 
Consciousness through avidya 293. 

Aham (I)—Advaitic view as Consciousness appearing as 152; as 
Saks in 152; as evolute of Prak^ti and buddhi 152; as 
manifesting self 153; nature of manifestation examined 153- 
54; as constituting the self 155-56, 161, 187; critique of 
Advaitic and Prabhakara views 299; characterising the self 
in release 306. 

Anumdna —refuted as a proof for God, by Mimamsaka 97-98,103’, 
function explained by him 103; Consciousness as self 
through 156; as Naiydyika's proof for self 163-64; 
Kevalavyatirekin 164-67; Kevala Anvayin 165-67; of the 
Sahkhyas 167-71; of the Visistadvaitins that it cannot 4' 
prove God 172; as incapable of realising self 219. 

Apta —validity of the words of 115. 

\ 1 

Apurva —Perceived by the Supreme Person 102; with reference to j : 

men 102, 111; called Niyoga 114-115; theory of Niyoga j; j 

criticised 123. | 

Arjuna—as recipient of Gita 86-87; as graced by the Lord 92. 

Avidya —Advaitic theory of 271; Yamuna's definition of 272-73; 1 

dsraya for 273-74; illustration from Mimamsd for 274-75; 
Brahman as the locus for 275f; indefinability of 276; diva 
as locus for 276-77; role in world-creation 293. 


Bhagavan —term explained 87. 

Bhdgavatas— as different from the orthodox 99; as Sdttvatas 99; 
as of Vaisya-vratya community 100; activities of 100; as 
Devalakas 100; as outside Vedic pale 100; community 
discussed 132-35; identity and activities established 135-36. 

Bhakti —Nathamuni's view on 5; to be prayed for by the devotee 
68; as in Gita 85; as the Sadhya 85; as yoga 85-86, 91; as 
means of attaining the Lord 92; as concentration 94; as 
means of prosperity 95; as means <.•? self-realisation 95; as 
in Atmasiddhi 141; as resulting from karman and jhana 
305; as means of release 305; as in Upani$ads 305; as 
loving and serving the Lord 306-307; Ramanuja's forming 
the concept of 308, Ramanuja's devouon .for Yamuna 308. 

Bheda —Between the Lord and the world 227. Critique by 
Advaitins 268-70, 287-90; between the Lord and His 
qualities 284-87; 

Bhedabheda —explained by Yamuna 265; believed to be refuted by 
him 309. 

Body—real nature of 92; as the self for Carvakas 142; defined 
in Gita 212-13; self as free from body in moksa 306, passim. 

Brahman—tatasthalaksana of 260; upalaks cut a of 260; question 
of having ignorance 262; as unconditioned 263-65; maya s 
influence on 262. 

Buddhists—concept of self 148,156-160; sahopalambha theory of 
156-160; on the duration of the self 217-19; external world 
as the result of vasand 292. 

Catusslqki —influence of 50. 

Cosmogonic hymn—discussion on 41. 

Creation—as complementary between the Lord and beings 78; of 
the world for Mimdmsakas 109-10; for the Naiydyikas for 
others 258-261. 

Das Gupta, S'.ft. Dr.—criticism on Yamuna 303-304. 

Devotee—fourfold division of 89-90; greatness of 91. 

Dharmabhutajhana —Yamuna's concept of 177f; views opposing 
178-181; critique by Yamuna 182-88. 
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Diksa —enjoined by Pancaratra 100; validity of 100, 126. 

Duhkha —as a mental state 173, 211. 

Dvayamantra —as impiled in Stotraratna 62. 

Dvesa —as mental state 173, 211. 

Ekayanasakha —validity of 13, 137; as Kareva branch 13-14; as 
a scripture of bhakti 14. i 

Gitd—Vis'i§tddvaitins on 83; theme of 84, 86; division of 84; as 
a. sdstra 85-86. 

Gunas —threefold 87; with reference to the Lord's nature 89-90. 

Incarnation—as Rama, et.al. 68, 128; as real 87. 

Is'vara (Lord)—authorship of Vedas 101; question of having body 
and other activities of 105-106; existence of 104, 226-28, 
299-300; creative and other activities of 105-106; existence 
of 107, 112, 140; qualities of 111, 299-300; Highest Being 
125-127; as knower 162-63,300; as nimitta 220; as upadana 
200,300; Mimamsakas on the Omniscience of 221-227; 229- 
236; Omniscience justififed 228-229; 236-249; as Controller 
of all 300; in association with Consort 301; as source of 
world 300; as sagupa. 300; agama as proof of 301; relation 
to the world 302-04. 

Juana— path of 84-85;as alternative to bhakti 92; as meditation 95. 

Jnanin— characteristics of 95; instructions for 95. 

Kaihkarya —to the Lord 68. 

Karman —path of 85-86; superiority of 87; explanation of 94. 

Kdrya —Prabhakara on 111-113; Naiydyika on 112; Yamuna on 
121 - 22 . 

Kasmiragamapramapya —authorship of 2-3; discussion on 12-13. 

Liberated souls ,—Brahmasutra on 70; with reference to creation 
etc., 79; identity with the Lord 79; attending on the Lord 
306. 

Lihgasarira —Yamuna on 189. 

Logic—status of 266. 
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Mahabharata —on Visnu 73; as Badarayana's work 126; on 
Pancaratra 127. 

Manas —as born from agent 117, 127; as the self 142-143; Nydya 
Vais'esikas on 144-147; as continuing in release 188. 

Manasapratyaksa—Bhattas on 172; critique on 174-178 passim. 

Maya —of Narayana 66; influence on Brahman 263; as upadhi 
264. 

Mok$a —as characterised by ‘ aham’ for Yamuna 154; Advaitins 
on 154; Prabhakaras on 175; self in the state of 187; 
Yamuna's concept of 214, 306; as already present for 
Advaitins 277; abhivyakti (manifestation) of 278-80; Das 
Gupta on Yamuna's treatment of 303; types of 304; 
Laksmi's role in effecting 303; means of 304. 

Namamauktikamdld —authorship of 13. 

Narayana (Vi$nu)— Puru$anirnaya on supremacy of 15-16; 64- 
65; Stotraratna on 62, 64; Vedanta Desika on 69-70; 
accessibility of 62; saviourship of 61, 63, 66; surrender to 
63-64; Dvaya on 63; virtues of 63, 67, 69, 91-92; service to 
64; as. source of world-creation 64; other aspects of 64; as 
promoter of sattva 64, 75; as the Lotus-eyed One 64; 
Puranas on 65; inscrutability of 65; sattvic texts on 65; 
maya of 65; in Vaikuitfha 67; devotees and non-devotees 
of 68; incarnations of 69; explanation of the term 70; 
Narayana Anuvdka on 71; meditation on 71; abode, hue, 
etc. of 73; Purusasukta on 73-75; qualities different from 
the essence of 78; as the Adorable 85; real nature of 89; 
as the source of all goals 93; attainment of 94; ascribing 
f agency of works to 95. 

Narayana Anuvdka —on the Supremacy of Narayana 70. 

Niyoga—Apurva called so by Prabhakaras 114-115; critique of 
the theory of 124 f. 

Non-attachment—to the fruits of action 86. 

Nyayatattva —sections of 6; as a work of Vedantic nydya 5; as 
refuting Gautama's work 8. 

Omniscience—of the author of Pancaratra 106-107; 125 passim. 
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Pahcaratradhikarana—Advaitins oh 96, li8f; Yam una on 128, 
131-33; Ramanuja on 310. 

Pahcaratragama —revealed nature of 97; validity of 97; Bhdttas 
on 97-98; as studied by Sandilya 100, 119, 131; Dik?a in 
100; position in vidyasthanas 102; eternal as Veda 106, 
109; Lord's authorship of 107, 109; birth of self, mind, etc. 
in 118; vyuhas in 118; guna-gunin relation in 119; as valid 
as Vedas-119; as the work of Vasudeva 119-120; question 
of condemnation by Brahmasutra 126; as valid as Upanisads 
126-27; ‘bhasyakara’ on 131. 

Para(ma) bhakti —as superior devotion 85, 95-96. 

Paramapada —as Vaikuntha 67; as distinct from Prakrti 78. 

Prakdsa—Naiyayikas, Bhdttas and Prabhakaras on 195-211; 
Advaitins on 297. 

Prapa —as self 145-47. 

Prapatti (Sarapdgati) —to Sri 38f, 40, 56, 60; to the Lord 64-74; 

, Stotraratna on 69; Vedanta Desika on 79-83; definition of 
80-81; accessories of 81; discussion on 82-83; as dispelling 
mdyd 89; in literature 304; as the means of release 305; as 
compared to bhakti 305-306; practice of 306; Ramanuja on 
309. 

Pratyabhijha— as a variety of perception 103; as proving the 
world's eternity 103. 

Puru$anirnaya— authorship of 2n., 19 h.; references to 14 f., 
scope and nature of 15 f. 

Purusasukta —Supremacy of Narayana in 73; discussion on the 
term ‘purusa’ 73-75. 

Purusottama— as Narayana 76; Bhagavadgita on 76, 93; discus¬ 
sion on 76-77. 

.aga^xf js a state of mind 173, 211. 

Ra'■ aranydya— with reference to ‘Sattvata’ 101; ‘Bhagavata’ 

^ y 33-35. 

P —with reference to the world 252, 255-58. 


Relation—between the Lord and the world 71, 301-303; 310-311; 
between the Lord and the liberated souls 79, 213, 255; 

. varieties of 303; Das Gupta on Yamuna's treatment of 303. 

Rudhi —with reference to ‘Narayana’ 72-73; ‘Sattvata’ 101, 134- 
35. 

Sabda (sound)—as travelling away from as'raya 204; discussion 
on 205-207. 

Sahopalambha —Buddhist view on 156-162; illusion of the world 
according to 293-94. 

Sakti—Rgveda on 17-18; Upanisads on 19-20; Siddhdnta school 
on 21; Spanda on 21-22; Sdkta on 22-23; Lihgayata on 23- 
24; Srikantha on 24-25; Pahcardtra on 25-28; Vaikhdnasa 
on 28; Puranas on 28-30; as productive capacity of objects 
102 . 

Sanwit —as the self 147,151-55, 269-71,296; Bhdttas on 149,295- 
96; Buddhists as the self 149; as momentary 150; as 
attribute of self 178ff, 309; eternity of 189-201, 213-14; 
categories of 215-17; Advaitins on the oneness of 271-74; 
that it is advaitiya 282-87; as the source of creation 292; 
as self-luminous 295. 

Sastra —as the name of Nyayatattva, 7, 149; as the name of Gita 
85; as text of instruction 93; insignia of 94. 

~T" Self— Gita on 92; Pahcardtra on the birth of 117, 127; 

characteristics of 142, 297-300; Carvdkas on 142; senses 
as 142-43; mind as 143; prana as 145-47; Safnvit as 147, 
151-55, 269-71, 296; Bhdttas on 148; Prabhakaras on 148; 
Buddhists on 148, 156-61; Advaitins on 151-56, 162; as 
knower arid controller 162; means of proving the existence 
of 163; Nyaya on 168; Sahkhya on 168-73; Vedanta on 173, 
299; Bhdtt,as and Prabhakaras on 173-76; critique of these 
views on 176-89, 299-300; knowledge as an attribute of 1§& 
200, 217, 310; duration of 218; in mok$a 304; com utmi 
■V' ‘ahafn’ 307, 315. 

Siddhavastu-- validity of statements on 112-114, 120, 12~ ; -_ 

Siddhitraya— as a digest of Nyayatattva 7; name explain^ ' h 
sections, etc. of 137-140, Sribhasya as based on 307. 
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Sri (Laksmi)—Srisukta on 17-18; aspects 30-31; views on the 
nature of 31 f., 33ff; glory of 37; surrender to 38f., 58-59; 
virtues of 40; similarity with the Lord 41, 45, 48, 57; as 
mediator 41, 54-56, 59, 61, 305; as the goal of humanity 
41; as the source of prosperity for the gods 42; question 
of bestowing release 42, 305 passim; as close to,the Lord 
43; to men 43; form of 44, 46; category of 46-47; 
Visistadvaita teachers on 49-60; as glorified in Catussloki 
62; role in effecting release 304-305. 

Stotraratna —as sequel ofCatus's'loki 62; on the Lord as updya 
etc., 62; as a work on prapatti 69, 82-83. 

Stuti —concerning a verse in Catuss f loki 46-55. 

Sukha —as a state of mind 173, 211. 

Tddatmya —between Brahman and selves 266-67; as body-soul 
relation 266, 302. 

Unreality— Advaitins on 248, passim. 

Upanayana —question of contradiction by Dik$d 100, 126. 

Upanisads — Mimamsaka's view as arthavada 116-117; Yamuna 
on the primary validity of 124; Yamuna on Advaitic 
interpretation of 212-15, 248; Yamuna on the above 215, 
passim. 

Vasudeva—reliability of 107, 132. 

Vedas (Sruti) —impersonal nature of 96, 101, 110-111; as the 
work of Isvara 978, 109; as proof of God's existence 97; as 
eternal 106; sequence in 105-106, 110; with reference to 
agamas 109-110; validity of sicW/iauastu-statements in 112- 
113; as incapable of revealing self 217. 

Vivarta—Advaitic theory of 269 ff. 

Vyavahara —regarding the self 189; uniformity of 196-97,207-208. 

Vyuha theory—Sankara on 118; Amalananda on 128-30. 

Words— Prabhakara on the validity of 114; instrinsic validity of 
121, 123; case of invalidity explained 121. 


World— Mimafnsaka on creation of 102; God's agency of 103; 
Nyaya on 110-11; as controlled by the Lord 141, 218; 
Yamuna on the existence of 252; other schools on the above 
258-61; question of indefinability of 287; bheda in 287-90; 
three realities in 300; as an aspect of God 302; 308; Das 
Gupta on Yamuna's treatment of its appearance 303. 

Yoga (Etymology)—with reference to ‘Narayana’ 72; ‘Sattvata’ 
99-100; 133-34. 

Yoga(s)—Oita on 86; inter-relation of 88f., 94; practice of 88; 
connotation of 94; as resulting in self-realisation 94-95, 
217. 


















